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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
SONORAN PRONGHORN FORAGE ENHANCEMENT PROJECT

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Backeround

The Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Implementation Team has identified the need to improve the

quality of habatat for the endangered Sonoran pronghom (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis) within
the Barry M. Goldwater Range.

The Sonoran pronghorn is one of five subspecies of pronghorn and was listed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) as an endangered species in 1967. Sonoran pronghorm occupy the plains
of central western Sonora, Mexico, northward into southwestern Arizona (Wright and DeVos 1986).
In Arizona, Sonoran pronghorn are found on the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR),
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument(OPCNM), the Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR), and
some adjacent public and State lands, all south of Interstate 8.

Within the last century, the Sonoran pronghom population has been estimated in the United States to
be 105 in 1924, 60 {(outside of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument) in 1941, less than 100 1n
1956. less than 50 in 1968, and between 50 and 150 during 1968-1974. Wright and DeVos estimated
a population of 85-100 during their study (1983-1985).

More recently, systematic aerial surveys have estimated the population in the United States to be 216
in 1996 and between 132 and 172 individuals in 1998. Currently, fewer than 130 animals are
estimated to be in the United States (Bright et al. 1999) These surveys are considered to be more
accurate than previous estimates, which were less complete and covered smaller areas. Sonoran
pronghorn have extremely large home ranges, averaging 920 km* (Hervert et al. 2000). Large home
ranges may suggest an overall low habitat quality (Yoakum 1978).

The historic range of Sonoran pronghorn in both the United States and Mexico has been altered and
fragmented by human activities such as the damming and diverting of large rivers for agriculture,
construction of highways and fences, livestock grazing, settlement, recreation, and military activities
in the United States. These activities, along with climatological and vegetational shifis, have reduced
the quantity and quality of habitat available to Sonoran pronghorn, leading to low population levels.

Consequently, aggressive management to ameliorate the effects of past human actions and current
habutat restrictions on Sonoran pronghorn range is necessary.

Fawn survival is currently the most critical component of the population dynamics of Sonoran
pronghorn. Small changes in the recruitment level of fawns can have dramatic influences on
population size and the probability of extinction (Hosack 1996). Recently, fa%n recruitment has
been dangerously low, with no known recruitment in three of the last five years (Hervert et al. 2000).

One key to recovery of this endangered subspecies is through improving the recruitment of fawns
into the population.

Reproductive success and fawn survival are largely governed by environmental factors, particularly
the availability of nutritious forage. Sonoran pronghorn diet has been studied through micro
histological analysis of fecal pellets collected from 1994 through 1998. These analyses have shown
that forbs and shrubs make up the majority of Sonoran pronghorn diets (Hervert et al. 2000). Forbs
are selected when they are available. Browse makes up the main component of their diet when forbs
are not available, such as during drought periods. Nutritional analyses indicate that forbs contain



large amounts of protein, as well as being highly digestible and providing preformed water, while
shrubs are high in fat (Hughes and Smith 1990, Fox 1997). Numerous studies of pronghorn feeding
habits in other parts of the country confirm that nutritious forbs are the most selected forage items for
pronghorn when they are available (Beale and Smith 1970, Yoakum 1990).

The availability of preferred food items for pronghom 1s dependent on the timing and amount of
rainfall. All desert plants respond to moisture input, but annual plants are triggered by rainfall.
Normal periods of rainfall in the Sonoran desert follow a bimodal pattern, occurring as convective
thundershowers in the summer and long cyclonic storms in the winter. The winter storms are the
primary stimulant of plant productivity, much of it in the form of winter ephemeral plant growth
(Patten 1978). Adequate winter rains are needed to sustain winter annuals into spring and early
summer This is the time of year when pronghom does require nutritious forage to meet the high
energy demands of lactation and weaned fawns need quality forage for growth.

Additionally, a productive summer monsoon (thunderstorm) season 1s needed to produce sufficient
quantities of summer annuals and promote new growth on perennials. Without this forage, fawns
will be unable to maintain body weight and will subsequently die. Summer monsoons also provide

ephemeral sources of freestanding water. However, two consecutive productive rainfall seasons are
rare in the Sonoran desert.

Sonoran pronghorn use certain areas of the Barry M. Goldwater Range on a more frequent basis than
surrounding areas (DeVos 1989, Hervert et al. 1997, 2000). These areas occur within Tactical
Ranges that have been disturbed by military activities (High Explosive [HE] Hill, targets, runways),
which have resulted in the thinning of creosote and other perenmal shrub vegetation, creating a more
open habitat, favorable to pronghom. In addition, the disturbed soil surface, which holds water
runoff better than surrounding flat areas, has promoted increased herbaceous plant growth (forbs)
preferred by pronghormn. The availability of late-season quality forage as well as freestanding water,

which collects in clay-bottomed bomb craters, allow pronghorn to occupy these habitats longer and
w1 larger groups than otherwise expected.

The influence of coyote (Canis latrans) predation on Sonoran pronghorn fawns remains largely
unstudied. A review of the literature shows that the first 30 days of a fawn’s life is the period that
they are most vulnerable to coyote predation (Trainer et al. 1983, Ockenfels et al. 1992, Canon
1993). In the Sonoran desert, when spring habitat conditions are good, large numbers of fawns
survive the first 90 days, until the onset of summer Hervert et al. 2000). Predators undoubtedly take
pronghom fawns; however, the available data suggest habitat condition is more influential on fawn
mortality rates and improving habitat may result in higher levels of fawn recruitment.

On August 27, 1997, USEFWS issued a Biological Opinion to the U.S. Air Force (USAF) (#2-21-96-
F-094; “Biological Opinion For the Use of Ground-Surface and Airspace for Military Training on
the Barry M. Goldwater Range which May Affect the Endangered Sonoran Pronghorn.”).
Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3 states that “USAF will begin a pilot study to determine
if supplemental watering of test plots will increase the amount and length of time forbs are present
and if Sonoran pronghorn will be attracted to and use these areas.” -

The Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Implementation Team, consisting of representatives from the
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD), Luke Air Force Base (LAFB), USFWS, Marine Corps
Air Station, Yuma (MCAS), National Park Service (NPS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Tohono O’odham Nation, and the Mexican Government, has the responsibility of implementing the
Final Revised Sonoran Pronghomn Recovery Plan. Increasing adult and fawn survival through

habitat enhancement (including investigation of food plots and water developments) is identified asa
recovery action (USFWS 1998, page 38, section 1.2).



The Recovery Implementation Team proposes to enhance habitat by increasing forage for Sonoran
pronghorn during the late spring and summer months at 10 locations within the Barry M. Goldwater

Range Free water would also be provided at some of these areas during the time that forage is
available.

The Mihtary Lands Withdrawal Act of 1999 (Title XXX of Public Law 106-65) transfers general
management authority of the Barry M. Goldwater Range from the BLM to the Air Force and
Marine Corps. This environmental assessment was initiated shortly afier PL 106-65 was signed
into law in October 1999. Preparation of the environmental assessment was a team effort
between the AGFD, the Yuma and Phoenix field offices of the BLM, and Luke AFB. These
agencies are members of the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Implementation Team, and pooled
their resources to prepare the environmental assessment.

The lead agencies for this proposed action are the Air Force and Marine Corps; the BLM and
AGFD are cooperating agencies. The proposed action is a requirement of a biological opinion
1ssued to the Air Force, hence most of the funds for implementation are provided by Luke AFB.
Some of the plots are located on that portion of the Barry M. Goldwater Range managed by the
Marne Corps. Furthermore, the Marine Corps may also contribute funds toward implementation

of this proposed 7-year study. Therefore, Luke AFB and MCAS Yuma are the lead agencies for
decisions regarding the proposed action.

B. Purpose and Need of Proposed Action.

The proposed action 1s to umplement Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3 of the 1997
Biological Opinion, by creating areas of high-quality forage for Sonoran pronghorn. These areas
would increase the availability of forage and water during the times of the year critical for fawn
survival. The project proponents are Luke Air Force Base and Marine Corps Air Station-Yuma as
part of an interagency effort supported by the Burean of Land Management Phoenix and Yuma Field
Offices. Arizona Game and Fish Department would conduct the project. The participating agencies
may contribute labor and resources in the future as needed.

The action is needed to improve the survival of pronghomn fawns during their first summer.
Recruitment of fawns during recent years has been extremely low and thus there are very few “new”
adults entering the aging breeding population. Without increased fawn recruitment, there is a high
probability that pronghom numbers will continue to remain at the low levels that have been seen
historically over the last century. If the Western drought conditions continue for a sustained period,
there is also some possibility that pronghorn numbers may decline towards extinction. The ultimate
objective of this proposed project is to increase the population of Sonoran pronghom to a level
sufficient to allow the relocation of some animals for the establishment of additional populations in

their historical range. This is one of the primary recovery goals in the Final Revised Sonoran
Pronghorn Recovery Plan (USFWS 1998).

The Final Revised Recovery Plan established a goal of 300 adult Sonoran pronghdrn in the United
States for the subspecies to be considered for downlisting to threatened. Sonoran pronghomn
numbers appear to fluctuate with forage conditions, which are, in turn, dependent on rainfall. Other

factors previously suspected of keeping Sonoran pronghorn numbers low, such as poaching, are no
longer considered significant.

Congress mandated under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, that all Federal agencies

shall seek to conserve endangered species (16 U.S.C. § 1531 (1)). In Sierra Club v. Glickman 156
F.3d 606 (5" Cir. 1998), the Court ruled that all Federal agencies have a duty to use “all methods and




procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered or threatened species to the point at which
the measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no longer necessary.”

As part of this project, the following hypotheses would be tested (see Appendix A - Hypotheses
Testing and Monitoring):

1. H_: There is no difference in forage production between treated and untreated plots.
H,: Forage production is greater on treated plots.

o Sonoran pronghorn use treated (enhanced) areas randomly.
: Sonoran pronghorn use treated areas more than expected.
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: Sonoran pronghom fawn survival is not influenced by the combination of habitat
manipulations (creosote removal, forage enhancement and free standing water).

: Sonoran pronghorn fawn survival is influenced by the combination of habitat
manipulations.

uw

e

: Diet of Sonoran pronghorn is not influenced by enhancement of forage.
: Diet of Sonoran pronghorn is influenced by enhancement of forage.

e
o
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v
i

: Predation of Sonoran pronghorn is not influenced by the combination of habitat
manipulations (creosote removal, forage enhancement and freestanding water).

.. Predation of Sonoran pronghorn 1s not adversely mnfluenced by habitat
manipulations.

s

C Conformance with Land Use Plan. The proposed action would be in conformance with the
Yuma District Resource Management Plan, approved in February 1987, and the Lower Gila South
Resource Management Plan-Goldwater Amendment, which was approved in November 1990. This

is BLM’s overall planning guidance for natural and cultural resource management of the Barry M.
Goldwater Range.

D Relationships to Other Plans. This action is consistent with BLM's Fish and Wildlife 2000
Plan. The proposed project lies, in part, within the coverage of the Lechuguilla-Mohawk Habitat
Management Plan, a cooperative AGFD/BLM document that was completed in October 1997. The

proposed action is also consistent with the draft Barry M Goldwater East Habitat Management
Plan.

This proposed action is consistent with and required of LAFB’s final Biological Opinion, dated
August 27, 1997. The creation of forage enhancement plots for Sonoran pronghormn is described
under Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3 in the Biological Opinion. In addition, this

proposed action is consistent with the Final Revised Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan (USFWS
1998).

The forage enhancement project would also help to meet the AGFD’s Wildlife 2000 Strategic Plan
(1996-2000). Wildlife 2000 calls for AGFD to work cooperatively with land managers and

landowners to improve habitat conditions through water developments and other habitat
enhancement methods.



I1. PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

A. Alternative A - Proposed Action.

The proposed action 1s to grow native annual and perennial forage for pronghorn in 10 areas on the
Barry M. Goldwater Range beginning in fall 2000 (See Table 1 and Figure 1). The forage would be
available during the spring and summer months when pronghom fawn mortality is the highest.
Adult pronghorn require about 2.5 pounds of forage per day (Lee et al. 1998), and plentiful forage is
very important to young fawns soon after weaning.

This approach, of growing additional forage and providing freestanding water, is being used
successfully on the endangered peninsular pronghom (4ntilocapra americana peninsularis) in Baja,
Mexico (Cancino et al. 2000, Giralda et al. 2000). With the increased nutrition, one doe gave birth to
triplets this year in Mexico (Jorge Cancino, pers. comm. 2000)

The 10 proposed plots were selected from areas the Sonoran pronghorn have repeatedly used during
the last five years, documented using radio-telemetry data. The plots are also in areas of sandy soils,
which are more conducive to forage growth and persistence. Tevis (1958a) found that the onset of

wilting and drying of ephemeral forage was delayed two weeks in areas of sandy dunes compared to
adjacent flats with heavier soils.

The approach is to duplicate conditions existing within the South Tactical Range (STAC) on the
Barry M. Goldwater Range where there has been disturbance of soil and vegetation along roads, in
the vicinity of bomb targets, and in particular around a small volcanic hill known as HE Hill.

Sonoran pronghorn are attracted to HE Hill to take advantage of the improved forage conditions and
periodic free water that 1s available there.

A total of 1,983 acres (8.03 km®) within the Barry M. Goldwater Range may be affected by this
project. Eight of the 10 plots are 1 square kilometer in size (247 acres)[ 100 hectares], which is the
size of the preferred areas used by pronghorn on the STAC. Two of'the 10 plots would be strips 500

meters long by approximately 30 meters wide (0.015 km®) and would be located adjacent and
parallel to existing roads.

Within each plot, a combination of habitat manipulation strategies would occur based on the
characteristics of the site and logistics:

Creosote Removal. Creosote (Larrea tridentata) shrubs would be thinned on the plots. A hand-
carried propane torch would be used to selectively burn individual plants. No heavy equipment
would be used. Brown and Minnich (1986) found that creosote is poorly adapted to relatively low
intensity fire as evidenced by limited sprouting and reproduction following burning.

The thinning of the creosote would reduce plant competition for water (both rainfall and artificial
water), allow additional forb production, as well as increase openness. Creosote would not be
removed along desert washes or on desert pavement terraces. Creosote wouldTiot be removed in
areas where they are already sparse. Creosote shrubs, which have other species of perennial plants
growing within their base, would not be burned. Creosote would only be thinned in areas with sandy
soils. In order to reduce visual impacts, no creosote shrubs would be removed within 100 feet of
existing roads. Where cultural resources are found, no creosote shrubs would be removed within a
buffer area, the size of which would be determined by an archeologist. See Figure 2 for an example
of how the different project components would be arranged on the plots.

Irrigation Wells. After obtaining appropriate well permits from the Arizona Department of Water
Resources, three irrigation wells would be installed in the vicinity of the plots. While the depth to
groundwater is unknown in the vicinity of the plots, based on established wells in other parts of the



aquufer, is estimated to lie less than 400 feet below the ground surface (BGS). Ground water could
be encountered in the Dateland area at 150-200 feet BGS or less, and well yields of 150-200
gallons/mmute are possible. Ground water in the vicinity of the plots could be encountered at depths
less than 100 feet, but the clayey gravels above compacted clayey gravels or hard pan, that are likely
to be the water source, would produce highly vanable yields. Water quantity (well production) and
quality, including salinity and heavy metals, would be tested to establish suitability before use. Each
well would serve two or three of the plots. One well would serve Mohawk Pass and Mohawk Dune
plots, one would serve the three Granite Mountain plots, and one would serve the Point of the Pntas
plots Well yields in the vicinity of the plots could vary from less than 10 gallons/minute to the,
unlikely, maximum of 150-200 gallons per minute. In either case, such yields would not support the
volume necessary to spray-irrigate a 1.8-acre plot and an appropriately sized storage tank would be
required. The hardware at each well site would include the wellhead, a water storage tank and

whatever piping, pumps, power sources and associated equipment are stored onsite between
urigation episodes.

Water Truck. The three Aztec Hills plots would be served by water trucks hauling the water from
the nearest canal or other appropriate water source. Water would be stored at each of the plots, using
aboveground storage tanks. Water would then be pumped from the storage tanks to the aboveground

sprinkler system Preliminary permission to pump water from the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and
Drainage canals has been granted.

Water Sprinkler Application. The water would be pumped from the ground using a submersible
pump and delivered to each of the plots using a PVC pipe system. A trailer-mounted generator
would be used to power the submersible pumps. An aboveground sprinkler system would be used to
apply water to the plots. This method of irrigation would produce a light spray of water, which
would deeply penetrate the soil. This would also reduce soil erosion from water runoff and would
prevent seeds/seedlings from being washed out of the soil. During the winter months, a total of
approximately five inches of water (simulating five inches of rain) would be sprinkled onto each
plot. Water would be applied 1n the fall beginning when might temperatures drop below 70°F. This
water would be sufficient to encourage the germination and growth of winter annuals. Desert soils
contain an adequate seed bank to support germination of a variety of plants. The plants would be
sustained into the late spring and early summer with periodic applications of additional water.

The irrigated area would be approximately 7,500 square meters in size (1.85 acres) per plot. A total
of 18.5 acres would be watered on the 10 plots combined. To improve the germination of seeds
already present in the soil, the ground surface would be lightly raked to a depth of approximately one
inch (2.5 cm) by hand using a garden rake prior to the first application of water. Irrigation would
generally be accomplished at night when evaporative loss would be minimized and pronghorn would

be the least likely to be disturbed. Human disturbance would not take place when pronghorn are
present.

Water would be applied frequently enough to keep the annual plants alive as long as possible while
pronghorn are in the area or until summer rains relieve the need for watering. Initially, the soil
would be kept moist for 14 to 21 days until the seeds that are in the soil germirate. Watering will
taper off during the winter to about once/month after the seeds have established. Watering may
become more frequent in May/June when temperatures rise and humidity drops to keep the plants
alive. In the summer, most annual plants would go to seed and die even if the watering continues.
Continued watering would maintain the growth of perennial plants and grasses. This germination
and watering strategy was recommended by Michelle Rauscher of the Desert Botanical Garden in

Phoenix; Kim Baker of the Arizona Sonoran Desert Museum in Tucson; and Rita Anthony,
horticulturist with Wild Seed.

Given ample rains from late season storms, vegetative and reproductive growth of annual plants can
continue for extended periods, and some annuals can “perennate” and live for two years (Forseth et



al. 1984). Tevis (1958) found that when two inches of water was sprinkled on a dying population of

mature ephemeral plants, all living individuals revived completely and resumed extensive growth
and flowering.

Native seeding. If there are areas within the sprinkled plots where natural germination has not
produced enough forage, seeding could be used. Seeds of native plants would be hand collected
locally (on the Barry M. Goldwater Range). No seeds would be purchased. A garden rake would be
used to produce a favorable seedbed, seeds would be applied by hand, and the sprinkling of water
continued. Native seeds could be collected from: desert marigold (Baileya spp.), globemallow

Sphaeralcea spp.), buckwheat (Eriogonum spp.) or other herbaceous forage. Seeding would not take
place outside of the area where water was being applied by sprinkling.

The water system would encourage the growth and increase the moisture content of native perennials
such as wire lettuce (Stephanomeria spp.), silverbush Argythamnia [ Ditaxis] spp.), and range ratany
(Krameria grayi). These plants are common within the plots. These perennial plants sustain

pronghorn when annual forage is not available, and given additional water they would remain green
and more palatable for longer periods.

Freestanding water. Freestanding water assists pronghorn in digesting high-protein forage. It is
known that pronghom can go without freestanding water when forage succulence is about 70% water
(Beale and Smith 1970). However, in hot weather, even 1f forage succulence is above average, fawn
survival is negatively affected by a lack of water (Beale and Holmgren 1975). At five of the forage
enhancement plots (Mohawk Pass, Mchawk Dune, Granite Mountains #1, Aztec Hills #1, and Point
of the Pintas #1), a temporary supply of free-standing water would be available to pronghom during
the times that pronghormn are using the plots and water is beneficial for fawn survival. The water
would be stored underground in a single length of buried PVC pipe, 24 inches in diameter and 21
feet in length (See Figure 3). The pipe would have a capacity of 490 gallons. The pipe would be
filled with well water delivered through a smaller pipe and would be connected to a 30 inch-deep
walk-in drinker. The entire system would be buried 30 inches in the ground. There would be a valve
between the PVC pipe and the walk-in trough allowing the system to be turned off.

Camping/Staging Areas.Participants in the burning, well installation, sprinkler set-up and
temporary water placement would camp at or near the project sites, which would be expected to take
three to four days for each site (See Appendix B - Anticipated Work Schedule). A campsite/staging
area would be designated and marked with survey flagging in order to minimize the impact of
vehicles and human trampling. The campsite/staging areas would be convenient to each proposed
project plot or group of plots. Previously disturbed sites would be used, if available. If more than
five participants are expected, a portable chemical toilet (port-a-pottie) would be placed in the
camping/staging area. The Camping/staging areas would not be located in wilderness.
Camping/staging areas would be raked out by hand, using a garden rake, prior to departing the site.

Funding. The proposed action would be funded predominantly by Luke AFB and implemented
principally by the AGFD. Initial funds ($350,000) were transferred from Luke AFB to the
AGFD to prepare the research proposal, the environmental assessment, and begin

implementation if the project is approved. The BLM also contributed staff time for preparation
of the environmental assessment and $40,000 for implementation.

The total $390,000 is sufficient to fund the proposed forage enhancements for approximately two
years. These funds are not irreversible; if the project does not proceed the funds can be
withdrawn and reprogrammed for other purposes. The Air Force would continue to fund the
project in the future. MCAS Yuma has programmed future funds for this project, and BLM may



continue contributing to the effort.

Monitoring of results. The five hypotheses would be tested according to the monitoring plan (see
Appendix A-Hypotheses Testing and Monitoring).

Participants. Personnel that participate in the projects would primarily be composed of AGFD,
LAFB, MCAS, USFWS, and BLM employees. Additional participants from the public could
volunteer and could include members of the Friends of Cabeza Prieta, The Wilderness Society, The
International Sonoran Antelope Foundation, Desert Wildlife Unlimited, Arizona Wildlife Federation,
Arizona Antelope Foundation and Defenders of Wildlife There are existing Cooperative

Agreements between the' AGFD and other involved groups. Members of the Sonoran Pronghorn
Recovery Implementation Team could also participate.

Project Success. The project would be determined to be successful if more fawns survive the first

summer within the treated areas compared to control areas outside the project area (such as on the
Cabeza Prieta NWR).

Project Duration. The overall project duration would be seven years. The project would enhance
forage conditions for pronghom, and is designed to improve fawn survival and increase the
population fo a point where pronghom could be translocated into new areas outside of their current
range (Recovery Plan Step 2). The precise locations for translocated pronghorn would be determined
by the Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Team and in subsequent environmental documents.

Enhancement of forage resources could be discontinued following successful introduction of
pronghom into historic habitat, or when 1t is shown that the forage enhancement efforts are not

effective. The decision to discontinue forage enhancement efforts would be made by the Sonoran
Pronghom Recovery Team.

At the completion of the project, the three wells would be left in place and capped using
conventional well-capping techniques.

B. Aliernative B.

In this alternative, 10 forage enhancement plots would be considered in the same locations as
described in Alternative A, as well as five additional sites as shown in Table 2 and Figure 3, fora
total of 15 plots. Creosote thinning would take place according to the specifications given in
Alternative A, and would cover atotal of 11.06 km®. Instead of drilling irrigation wells, water would

be hauled to all the plots using water trucks. Water trucks would be used to fill storage tanks located
at each of the enhancement plots.

Water would be pumped from the water storage tanks to a sprinkler system as described in
Alternative A fo irmgate a portion of each of the 15 plots. The irngated area would be approximately
1.85 acres per plot, for a total of 27.8 acres covered in the water-sprinkling program in this
alternative. Water would be hauled from the nearest large water source (canal or well), and irrigation
would generally be accomplished at night when evaporative loss would be minimized and pronghom

are the least likely to be disturbed. Water would not be supplied to storage tanks by truck when
pronghorn are present in the area.

Preliminary permission for the acquisition of water has been received from the Wellton-Mohawk
Irrigation and Drainage District. Water acquisition would result from a contract or agreement with

the irrigation district. Only suitable water sources would be used; water would not be drawn from
salt or other agricultural drains.



Four additional freestanding water systems would be installed (Mohawk Drag Road East, South
Aguila, Central San Cristobal, and Mohawk Valley) for a total of nine. It 1s anticipated that two
additional camping/staging areas would be used if this alternative is implemented The additional
sites would be in the vicinity of the Central San Cristobal and South Aguila plots The participants

and the monitoring of the hypotheses would be the same as described in Alternative A and in
Appendix A.

C. No Action Alternative.

No habitat manipulations for Sonoran pronghorn would occur at this time on the Barry M. Goldwater
Range. Sonoran pronghorn in the area would continue to be dependent upon the existing water
sources and forage conditions, which in turn, depend on rainfall. Other opportunities to improve
habitat and recover the Sonoran pronghorn would remain, but would not be undertaken at this time.

D. Alternatives Considered But Rejected.

1. Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge

An altemative was considered where three of the forage enhancement plots were considered within
the non-wilderness portion of Cabeza Prieta NWR. USFWS requested that this alternative not be
considered until completion of the Cabeza Prieta Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) Forage
enhancement plots may be considered in the future on the refuge.

2. Tactical Range

An alternative was considered where forage enhancement plots would be placed on the tactical
ranges within BMGR. Thus alternative was rejected because plots are intended to duplicate features
that already exist on the tactical range. Pronghorn use of plots on the tactical range could potentially
be incidental, with other features attracting animals to the area. While the forage enhancement plots
are intended to supplement forage needs, they would also likely affect distribution during critical
seasons. To increase the attraction of pronghorm to the tactical range would present no advantage to

the evaluation of the project and would increase the chance that human activity may affect individual
pronghorm.

3. Fewer Plots

An alternative was considered where only three or four of the forage enhancement plots would be
created. This alternative was rejected because reducing the number of plots greatly reduces the
likelihood that Sonoran pronghom would actually discover the plots and mcur any corresponding
benefits. Fewer plots would also make it more difficult to adequately test the hypotheses.

4. Free Water Only
An alternative was considered where free water would be provided at each of 10 13‘10’:5, but no efforts
would be made to provide additional forage for pronghorn. This alternative was rejected since it is

most likely the availability of forage that is limiting the survival of pronghom fawns in the late
spring and early summer, rather than water at this time of the year.

5. Forage Enhancement Only

An altemative was considered where efforts would be made to provide additional forage for
pronghorn at each of the 10 plots. However, no effort would be made to provide free water. This
alternative was rejected since free water assists the pronghom in digesting high-protein forage.



6. Creosote Burning Only

An alternative was considered where efforts would be made to burn creosote bushes on 10 forage
enhancement plots without implementing any of the other project measures The same methods to
burn creosote would be used as descnbed in the proposed alternative This alternative was rejected
because it would take too long to be effective Additional forage for the pronghorn would develop
based on available ramnfall. This alternative fails to immediately address the needs of the pronghorn

with regard to forage availability, and also fails to address the benefits of free water on the digestion
of forage.

7. Artificial Feeding Program

An alternative was considered where the pronghom would be provided alfalfa hay or hay pellets in
several areas. This alternative was considered, but rejected since hay or pellets are generally very
dry and would not provide the animals with moist forage. It is also unlikely that alfalfa or pellets

would be found easily by pronghorn since they are not a natural food. This alternative also fails to
address the benefits of free water to pronghorn.

8. Cholla Planting Program

An alternative was considered where chainfruit cholla would be planted in suitable sites on the
BMGR 1n order to increase their availability for pronghorn. This alternative was rejected since
chainfruit cholla provides little in the way of nutrition, but does provide needed moisture. This

alternative fails to address the need of the pronghorn fawns to have moist, nutritious food during the
critical period after weaning.

The distribution of chainfruit cholla on the BMGR suggests that it has had an opportunity to spread
over the years, but is restricted to a few areas with appropnate soil and moisture conditions It is

further suspected that efforts to establish new populations of chainfruit cholla would not be
successful.

9. Ak Chin Farming Techniques

Ak Chin farming techniques were considered in the draft EA as a way of directing some of the
rainwater that falls on the desert pavement terraces into areas where increased plant growth could
occur. It was determined that Ak Chin farming techniques could only be applied 1n those areas that
are on the outwash plains, or bajadas, of the desert mountain ranges. Because they have such limited
applicability within the area that Sonoran pronghorn use on the BMGR, this alternative was rejected.

III. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A. Soils. The proposed project sites are all located in inter-mountain basins, or desert flats. The

soils in these areas are highly variable depending on the parent rock, but are primarily
unconsolidated alluvium composed of sand, silt, clay and gravel.

B. Vegetation. Vegetation at each of the proposed project sites is typical of the “creosote flats”
in this region, and includes creosote (Larrea tridentata), white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa), big
galleta (Pleuraphis [Hilaria] rigida), teddy bear cholla (Opuntia bigelovir), buckhorn cholla (0.
acanthocarpa), brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), ironwood (Olneya tesota), desert lavender (Hyptis
emoryi), foothill and blue paloverde (Cercidium microphyllum and C. floridum, respectively). A few
saguaro cactus (Cereus giganteus) also may be found in the general area.
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C. Wildlife. There 1s a diverse variety of wildlife species on the Barry M. Goldwater Range.
The species that occupy the range are primarily those that are common to the mountains and bajadas
of the Sonoran Desert. This includes, but is not limited to, white-winged and mourning doves
(Zenaida asiaticaand Z. macroura, respectively), numerous perching birds, red-tailed hawks (Buteo
Jamaicensis), desert bighomn sheep (Ovis canadensis), desert mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus
crookt), desert cottontatls (Sylvilagus audubont), coyotes (Canis latrans), ringtails (Bassariscus
astutus), gray foxes (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), round-tailed ground squirrels (Cuzellus
tereticaudus), western diamondback rattlesnakes (Crotalus atrox), kingsnakes (Lampropeltus

getulus), side-blotched lizards (Uta stansburiana), and western whiptail lizards (Cremidophorus
11gris).

D. Threatened and Endangered Wildlife and Plants. No federally designated threatened or
endangered species, other than Sonoran pronghorn, are known to occur within the proposed project
sites. Several proposed plots are within 50 miles of known lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris
curasoae yerbabuenae) roost sites (Bluebird Mine, OPCNM). BLM designated the Copper, Gila,
and Mohawk Mountains as Category 3 Sonoran desert tortoise (Gopherus aegises) habitat. The

Sonoran Desert population of the desert tortoise is not listed by the USFWS, but 1s on the AGFD
proposed list of Wildlife of Special Concern.

Rare plant inventories of the BMGR have failed to discover any listed plants within the project areas
(Eakle and Smith 1988).

E. Land Use and Ownership. The project sites within the Barry M. Goldwater Range are on
lands administered by the Yuma and Phoenix Field Offices, BLM. Four of the project plots lie

within the portion primarily used by the MCAS, while the balance lie within the area primarily used
by LAFB, Glendale.

Recent legislation, the National Defense Authorization Act of 1999, will transfer the natural resource
management responsibility on the BMGR from the BLM to LAFB and MCAS. Land activities on

the BMGR include military traiming and practice, as well as authonized recreation use by the public.
Public visitation is provided through a visitor permit system.

The project area receives traffic by people crossing the International Border illegally and dnving and
walking into the United States. Some of the vehicle routes, which cross the Cabeza Prieta NWR
Wildemess and the BMGR, receive traffic by undocumented immigrants.

F. Cultural Resources. An archeological clearance was conducted at all of the project sites
proposed under Alternative A. Two archaeological sites found were recommended as eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion d, for their potential to yield
information on the topics of chronology, settlement, trade routes and organization of exchange,
cultural affiliation and ethnic boundaries. An additional 54 (52 on the Air Force plots, 2 on the
Marine plots) isolated occurrences were found. The isolated occurrences have good integrity;

however, beyond their locations and nature, they do not appear to contribute additional information
(see Appendix C - Cultural Resource Survey Summaries). =

G. Climate and Air Quality. The project sites are located where the average annual precipitation
is approximately four to five inches. Most of this rainfall occurs in the winter. The annual

temperature extremes range from 32° F to 120°F. Air quality is usually excellent except when high
winds stir up dust.

. H. Topography and Soils. The proposed project sites are on the bajadas (outwash slopes) or
within the valleys surrounding the Mohawk, Sierra Pinta, Growler, Aguila, and Crater Mountains.

The projects are proposed in soils that are unconsolidated alluvium, composed of sand, silt, clay, and
gravel.
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I. Visua] Resources. All of the project sites located on the Barry M. Goldwater Range are within
areas which have recerved interim designation as Visual Resources Management Class III. Final
classes are to be developed in the future. The level of change within a Class III Visual Resources
Management area should be moderate It may attract the attention, but should not dominate the view
of the casual observer. Any changes should repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and
texture found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.

J. Recreation. Most of the recreational activity on the Goldwater Range occurs in the fall,
winter, and spring months. Recreational hiking and hunting occurs in portions of the BMGR.
Visitors may access the areas that are open to public entry by obtaining a single permit which covers

the easternmost portion of the BMGR (Areas A and B), the western portion of the BMGR (MCAS)
and the Cabeza Priecta NWR.

The most popular destinations on the BMGR are the Camino del Diablo, Fortuna Mine and Tinajas
Altas. The AGFD usually issues approximately four desert bighorn sheep hunting permits annually
for this portion of BMGR (Gila Mountains - 1; Tinajas Altas - 1; Copper/Mohawk - 1 or 2.
Approximately seven desert bighorn sheep hunting permits are issued annually for the Cabeza Prieta

NWR. There is also some quail hunting on the BMGR and on public and State lands north of the
BMGR.

Only two of the proposed forage enhancement sites described in the proposed action are located in
areas where there is some recreational use (Point of the Pintas #1 and #2). The remaimng eight sites
are within the portion of the Barry M. Goldwater Range where public access 1s not usually
authorized. Under Alternative B, five of the proposed forage enhancement plots are located in areas

where there is permitted public use (Point of the Pintas #1, Point of the Pintas #2, Mohawk Drag
Road West and East, and Mohawk Valley).

K. Water, Surface and Ground. No perennial springs or streams exist in the immediate project
area Ephemeral washes provide the surface drainage system for storm runoff Groundwater on the
BMGR lies within the Lower Gila Hydrologic Basin. Most groundwater development has occurred
in the broad alluvial plans that border the Gila River. There are discontinuous lenses of
groundwater throughout the sands and gravels m the alluvial plains that border the Gila River Valley.

Groundwater levels vary from 19 to 50 feet deep near the Gila River to as deep as 415 feet in the
adjacent alluvial plains. In the upgradient, intermountain valleys where the plots are planned, the
alluvium contains perched systems at depths less than 100 feet BGS. These systems in loose or ‘less
cemented’ gravels overlying compacted clayey gravels or hardpan, yield water of variable quantities
and quality. Deeper wells, with depths 0of 200 and 300 feet, have supplied ground water in the past in

the upgradient valleys, but they are now dry or destroyed and stratigraphic information was never
documented.

A total of 3,837,000 acre-feet of ground water was pumped in the eastern part of the Lower Gila
Hydrologic Basin from 1940 to 1984. The estimated recoverable predevelopment groundwater in
this portion of the basin was 17,000,000 acre-feet. Groundwater in the project-area is recharged
primarily by the flow of ephemeral washes, infiltration into the alluvium and percolation to the

ground water. Low rainfall and high evapotranspiration rates results in direct precipitation providing
negligible recharge.

In the State of Arizona, areas not located within the boundaries of an Active Management Area
(AMA) or a Non Expansion Area (INA) are governed by the doctrine of reasonable use, in which a
landowner may pump as much groundwater from his property as required for the reasonable use of
the property. The BMGR is not located within an AMA or INA and the rules for ground water
appropriation on the BMGR are therefore governed by the doctrine of reasonable use. New and
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existing wells must be registered with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) (1980
Groundwater Code) and installed under drilling standards established by the ADWR.

L. Invasive, Non-native Species. Within the project area, several exotic plants have become
established in the last 50 years. These plants include Mediterranean grass (Schusmus barbatiss),
Sahara mustard (Brassica tournefourtir), and buffelgrass (Pennisetum ciliare). Of these plants,
Mediterranean grass has been established the longest. Sahara mustard has only become established
in the last 10 years. Sonoran pronghorn are known to eat small amounts of all of these plants, if they

are available. Buffelgrass is not known to inhabit the project area, but can be found on Organ Pipe
Cactus National Monument and some parts of the BMGR.

M. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. One of'the plots in the proposed action (Mohawk
Dune) lies partly within the 113,000-acre Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC). In Alternative B, a second plot (Mohawk Drag Road East) lies
within this ACEC. The management prescriptions for this area are described in the Lower Gila

South Resource Management Plan - Goldwater Amendment. One of the purposes ofthe ACEC is to
maintain habitat for Sonoran pronghorn.

N. Native American Cultural Concerns LAFB contacted each of the Native American tribes
during the month of February 2000 in order to determine if any Traditional Cultural Places or other
areas or objects of concern are within the project area. A comment letter received from the Tohono
O’odham Tribe states that pronghom are important to the Tohono O’odham. All of the tribes were
contacted by telephone during the spring and summer but no others had any comment.

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter contains the analysis of probable impacts to the human environment that would result
from the proposed alternatives for forage enhancement. It also contains the analysis of probable

cumulative impacts; impacts that would result from other ongoing and reasonably foreseeable
activities associated with the alternatives.

The following assumptions were made n the impact analysis.

o Direct impacts are those that would occur on or directly adjacent to the proposed plots and
related systems/activities.

o Indirect impacts are those that would occur off of the proposed plot systems.

o Qualitative terms are used to describe the probable magnitude of impacts and the anticipated
importance of the impact to the human environment. The terms “major,” “moderate,” “minor,”
“negligible” and “no impact” describe magnitude. “Significant,” “potential to become

significant,” and “insignificant” describe the importance of impacts. Impacts are assumed to be
insignificant unless otherwise identified.

The following critical impact categories/resources have been analyzed and would not be impacted by
Alternative A (proposed action), Alternative B, or the No Action Alternative: ~=,

1) Wilderness

2) Wastes, Hazardous and Solid

3) Prime and Unique Farmland

4) Water Quality (Surface and Ground)
5) Wild and Scenic Rivers

6) Wetlands/Riparian Zones

7) Floodplains

8) Environmental Justice
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A. Impacts of the Proposed Action. (Alternative A).

1). Soils and Vegetation - Soil and vegetation disturbance would occur i1 each of the areas
outside of the desert washes and desert pavement terraces. The area of disturbance would vary

between each of the 10 project sites, but would be less than 247 acres total for each of the 1 km’
plots

Burning of creosote would require foot traffic over much of the plot but negligible soil disturbance.
Due to lack of adequate fine fuels (grasses and dried herbaceous matter) between shrubs, burning
individually selected plants is not likely to result in escape of fire nor negatively impact the integrity
of the community (i.e. no negative impacts to soils, vegetation, or water resources).

The arrangement of sprinkler systems and pipes, wells, water tanks, and free-standing water would
disturb about 1.8 acres per plot, for a total of 18 5 acres for the 10 plots combined. The temporary
disturbance of one to one and one half acres would occur during well drilling and development for
each well. Equipment maintenance and the operation of pumping equipment during an irrigation
episode would require the use of access roads. The number of trips would vary in accordance with
equipment maintenance needs and rainfall, but could be 20 trips per plot during the late spring/early

summer season. Vehicle trips on the unimproved access roads result in dusty conditions during the
travel and deposition of dust on adjacent vegetation.

The delivery of water to the storage tank for the Aztec Hills #1, #2, and #3 plots using a water truck
would require driving down the access roads repetitively The actual number of trips would vary
depending on the current soil conditions and rainfall, but could be expected to be at least 10 trips per

plot per late spring/early summer season. It is expected that the water trucks would raise dust on the
existing roads so that adjacent bushes along the road become dusty.

The burial of the temporary free-water systems can be expected to disturb an area of approximately
35 feet by 10 feet to a depth of 30 inches (for each system). The installation of these systems would
be accomplished by hand or with a small backhoe. The soil surface would be returmed to origmal
contour after installation of the system and vegetation would be allowed to re-establish over the

water system. Native perennial plants may be re-seeded in the area to speed restoration. It usually
takes several years for desert vegetation to become re-established.

If the project 1s not found to be successful or is no longer needed, the underground water systems
would be removed and native perennial plants would be allowed to re-establish. The re-
establishment of perennial plants would be facilitated by the uneven boundary of the project sites and
their proximity to undisturbed areas, which would act as a seed source.

There would be an additional disturbance to an area of about two acres total for the entire project for
camping/staging areas. These would lie along the existing roads leading to or within each of the
project sites where the camping and equipment staging area would be located. This impact is

expected to be slight, contained within the area established for this project, and in previously
established camping areas.

==

The Agencies conclude that impacts to soils and vegetation associated with Alternative A would be
minor in the short and long terms.

2). Wildlife - The establishment of disturbed areas with increased forage production and
water for Sonoran pronghorn could attract other species of wildlife as well, including rabbits,
rodents, coyotes, painted lady butterfly caterpillars, and seed-eating birds.

A temporary displacement of wildlife at each of the sites during construction as a result of human
activity is expected.
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European honeybees would likely make use of the new water, just as they do with any water

(including small rainwater puddles) in the area. Feral European honeybees are already well
established in southwestern Arizona.

Predators There has been concern expressed in the past about attracting small predators to either
the artificial water sources or to increased prey densities from the rodents and rabbuts likely to be on
or near the forage plots. Predators (foxes, coyotes, and bobcats) are not uncommon throughout the
BMGR, Cabeza Prieta NWR and surrounding areas, including areas without free water.

Kut foxes (Vulpes macrotis) and less commonly gray foxes (Urocyon cinereoargenteus) inhabit the
project area. Foxes are independent of freestanding water (Golightly 1984); therefore, their
distribution and abundance may be influenced by, but not dependent on, water. Foxes could become
more common in the project areas due to increased small mammal prey species on the forage plots.

However, foxes, due to therr small size and preference for alternative smaller prey, are not
considered predators of either adult or fawn pronghorn.

Shaw noted the abundance and wide distribution of bobcats on the BMGR (Shaw et al. 1988).
Bobcats generally prefer washes and rougher terrain than the proposed forage plots. In addition,
bobcats are territorial and are not expected to increase or alter their distribution 1n response to
increased small mammals at the plots. Resident bobcats could ambush and kill fawns or adults, but

this threat is no more likely with or without forage enhancements, and the openness created by
thinning the creosote should reduce this risk.

Coyotes also inhabit the project area. Little physiological work exists for coyotes, although they are
frequently observed great distances from available water In general, it appears that these predator
populations are independent of water. Densities of coyotes could increase in response to mncrease
small mammal prey at the forage plots. Because of the abundance of small prey, coyotes would not
likely form packs at this time of the year; single coyotes generally cannot kill adult pronghom.
AGFD personnel have observed Sonoran pronghorn and coyotes together at a water source on the
tactical range. In these instances, pronghorn dominated the coyotes and caused them to leave the
area. Coyotes are effective predators of young fawns to about 3 weeks of age If coyote predation on
fawns or adults at the plots becomes substantial, alternatives such as lethal removal, non-lethal
removal or discontinuing the plots would be evaluated at that time.

Mountain lions exist in very low densities on the BMGR. Their preferred habitat 1s rough terrain and

thick cover and their main prey is deer. It is unlikely that mountain lions would encounter the plots,
because the plots are in flat terrain with fairly open vegetation.

AGFD inspects over 250 wildlife water catchments in southwestern Arizona on a frequent basis
during the summer. Each year, an average of seven predator kills are recorded at the catchments.
Most of these are noted at water catchments that have been placed in or near areas of thick
vegetation. Predator kills have not been documented in the vicinity of any of the water sources used
by wildlife in the western portion of the Goldwater Range. The proposed free-standing water and

forage enhancements would be located in open habitat not conducive to amBush, which would
minimize a predator's advantage at the catchment.

The availability of free-standing water and increased forage in new locations during the late
spring/early summer would likely have little to no long-term effect on the population levels or
distribution of coyotes, fox, nongame mammals, or nongame birds based on the investigations
conducted by Smith and Henry (1985) and Burkett and Thompson (1994).

Recognizing that there are gaps in the information available and some contradiction in the literature,
there still is convincing evidence that the availability of free water benefits wildlife populations.
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Traditionally, freestanding water has been considered the primary limiting factor for desert game
species 1n Anizona. This continues to be the consensus among many wildlife specialists.

Competitors. Desert bighorn sheep are not expected to make use of the free-standing water or forage
proposed in this project since they would not be located m areas or habitats traditionally used by
desert bighorn sheep. Potential competition from desert mule deer was considered but determined to
be unlikely. Mule deer typically inhabit washes and bajada habitats, and are less likely to be 1n open
creosote flats, especially in dry seasons/years. Mule deer may be in the areas of the plots in winter,
but due to their greater demand for water (than pronghorn), they will have moved to other locations
with permanent water prior to the pronghorn waters being activated in mid-late summer.

Disease. According to blood tests from Sonoran pronghorn captured during radio-collaring efforts,
they have been exposed to bluetongue virus, epizootic hemorrhagic disease, and to a lesser extent,

leptospirosis. The blood tests suggest that the pronghorn were exposed and either never developed
clinical disease or they were clinical and recovered.

Leptospirosis is a water-borne disease; the organisms survive in surface waters for extended periods

Infection is acquired from skin or mucous membrane contact with urine, and to a lesser extent, by
mtake of urine-contaminated feed or water.

Bluetongue and epizootic hemorrhagic disease are closely related, non-contagious, insect-
transmitted, viral diseases of cattle, sheep, goats, and wild ruminants. All evidence of trans-species
spread of these diseases has been from domestic livestock to wildhife. Occasional mortality has been
reported in mule deer and pronghomn from epizootic hemorrhagic disease, and high antibody
prevalence indicates that most infected animals survive the infection. There have been no reports of
epizootic hemorrhagic disease outbreaks in the southwestern United States (Hoff and Tramer 1981).

Bluetongue and epizootic hemorrhagic disease are both spread by the biting midge, Culicoides spp
Epizootics of bluetongue and epizootic hemorrhagic disease have generally occurred 1n the late
summer and early fall. Both diseases are associated with wet weather and most epizootics have been
in moist, low-lying areas. The fact that many Sonoran pronghorn have been exposed to bluetongue
and epizootic hemorrhagic disease shows that Culicoides exists within pronghorn range and the
required living conditions for Culicoides occurs naturally. These areas are most likely low-lying
clay-bottom playas, which hold water for extended periods after summer rains.

By having water in concrete-lined water troughs and only having water available during the hot
summer, the risk of pronghorn contracting any of these diseases should not greatly increase since
free-standing waters and the forage plots would not be created in moist, low-lying areas. Pronghorn

very likely would not be using these areas in the late summer and fall when the diseases generally
occur.

Blood samples from Sonoran pronghorn show low vitamin levels, which suggest poor nutrition prior
to the time the samples were collected. Providing increased nutritional forage should outweigh

potential risks of disease. In addition, well-fed, hydrated animals are better=equipped to fight
infection from disease.

3). Threatened and Endangered Species - The proposed project is expected to increase
forage quantity and quality for Sonoran pronghom during the late spring and early summer months.
Fawn survival is expected to increase resulting in recruitment of more fawns each year into the
population. The addition of free water during these critical periods is expected to allow the lactating
does to continue to produce milk for their young, thereby increasing their survival. Healthy, well-fed

and hydrated pronghorn are more resistant to disease, are more alert to and able to outrun predators,
and are better able to withstand disturbances.
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Burning of creosote, well drilling, sprinkler set-up, and the installation of free-standing water would
be done during the times of the year (fall, early winter) when Sonoran pronghorn are not likely to be
using the plot areas. The project areas would be visually scanned prior to any work to avoid
pronghorn disturbance. The use of a sprinkler system and wells would reduce the amount of noise
from vehicles. Appendix B contains an anticipated work schedule.

Every effort would be made to mimmize disturbance to pronghorn, however we believe that any

accidental disturbance to individual pronghorn would be temporary and would be offset by the
beneficial effects of the project.

Lesser long nosed bats are known to roost 50 miles away, near Organ Pipe Cactus National

Monument. Since we would not be disturbing foraging habitat (saguaro and/or agave stands), there
would be no foreseeable effect on this species.

The Agencies conclude that the adverse impacts to wildlife associated with Alternative A would be
negligible in the short and long terms.

4). Land Use and Ownership - No changes to land use or ownership would result from the
proposed action.

The Agencies conclude that there would be no impacts to land use and ownership associated with
Alternative A.

5). Cultural Resources - A survey of cultural resources has been completed on the proposed
plots. All cultural resources, including affiliated buffer zones, would be completely avoided by the
project. The size and shape of the buffer areas would be determined by the archeologists.
Avoidance areas would be marked in a way that allows those participating in the project to easily
avoid the areas while not attracting too much attention to the cultural resource sites

Since all cultural resources would be avoided, the Agencies conclude that the impacts to cultural
resources associated with Alternative A would be negligible 1n the short and long terms.

6). Air Quality - The use of gas-powered tools and vehicles used to reach and implement the
proposed projects would produce small amounts of carbon monoxide emissions and dust. Arrborne
dust in the immediate area of creosote removal and the installation of the temporary free-water
systems would increase immediately after project construction, especially during periods of wind.
Burning of individual creosote shrubs can be expected to produce temporary smoke. This impact is
expected to be negligible. The movement of water trucks, maintenance vehicles and irrigation crew
vehicles on the existing dirt roads would produce dust, which would remain in the air temporarily.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to air quality associated with Alternative A would be minor
in the short term and negligible in the long term.

7). Visual Resources - The design of the proposed project follows the gitidelines for a Class
I visual resources management area. Each forage enhancement area would have irregular
boundaries and would be covered with annual forage. Later, when the annual forage plants have
dried up, their appearance would be a natural component of the landscape. Efforts would be made to

avoid creating any straight lines during creosote removal and to leave creosotes along the roads used
by the public.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to visual resources associated with Alternative A would be
negligible in the short and long terms.
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8). Recreation - Providing water and forage for Sonoran pronghorn during the late
spring/early summer is designed to increase the number of pronghom. This may not affect or may
very slightly increase recreational use through additional wildlife viewing opportunities. Only two

of the proposed forage enhancement plots under Alternative A are in areas currently accessible to the
public (Point of the Pintas #1 and #2).

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to recreation associated with Alternative A would be
negligible in the short and long terms.

9). Water (Surface and Ground) - No effect to local surface water drainages or related
water sources is expected to result from the proposed action. The wells used to irrigate the plots
would use approximately 10-15 acre-feet of ground water each year, depending on rainfall.
According to the Arizona Department of Water Resources, the estimated available groundwater in
the San Cristobal Valley portion of the Lower Gila Hydrologic Basin far exceeds the demands that
would be placed on it from the three proposed wells. The amount of water required to be hauled to
the three Aztec Hills plots is estimated at 2-3 acre-feet per year. This water would be available from
the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District and other sources, and is not expected to
adversely impact other users or uses.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to surface and ground water associated with Alternative A
would be minor in the short term and none in the long term.

10). Invasive, Non-native Species - Numbers of Sahara mustard or buffelgrass plants may
increase in the areas where creosote removal is proposed to take place Sonoran pronghorn are
known to eat small amounts of both plants. Sahara mustard may be removed by hand within the
watered areas. It would be clear that Sahara mustard or buffelgrass is competing with the native forbs

if the density of native forbs 1s less within the plots than outside of the plots. Buffelgrass would be
aggressively removed if found on the forage plots.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts from invasive, non-native species associated with
Alternative A would be negligible i the short and long terms

11). Areas of Critical Environmental Concern - One plot proposed in Alternative A
(Mohawk Dune} is partially within the Mohawk Mountain and Sand Dune ACEC. Establishment of
this plot would follow the guidelines for the management of this ACEC. Care would be taken to
soften the outline of the plots by avoiding straight lines. Existing roads would be used to access the

Point of the Pintas plots and the Mohawk Pass and Mohawk Dune plots, which follow the boundary
of the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts on ACECs associated with Alternative A would be
negligible in the short and long terms.

B. Impacts of Alternative B

<

1). Soils and Vegetation - Soil and vegetation disturbance within each of the 15 proposed

plots would be of the same type as in Alternative A, although the overall project area would increase
(from 8.03 km?® to 11.06 km?).

There would be dust associated with water hauling, and although the dust can be expected to
dissipate between trips, it would likely coat the shrubs near the roads. The actual number of trips

would vary depending on the current soil conditions and rainfall, but could be expected to be at
about 10 trips per plot per year.
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The bunal of the temporary free-water systems would disturb four more areas than in Alternative A
(from 1400 ft* to 3150 ft*). The free-water system areas would lie within the overall project area of
11.06 kim®. Two additional camping/staging areas would disturb approximately two acres total in the
vicinity of the more remote Central San Cristobal and South Aguila plots.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to soils and vegetation associated with Alternative B would
be minor 1n the short term and negligible in the long term.

2). Wildlife - The establishment of additional forage for Sonoran pronghomn under

Alternative B could be expected to have similar effects to other species of wildlife, including
predators, as in Alternative A.

3). Threatened and Endangered Species - The proposed project is expected to increase
forage quantity and quality for Sonoran pronghom as in Alternative A, and improve fawn survival

The establishment of 15 plots would increase the likelihood that Sonoran pronghorm would discover
the forage enhancement plots.

Without the establishment of wells, the forage enhancement would tend to be more flexible in its
locations, allowing land and wildlife managers to easily evaluate alternative locations in the future.

The effects of Alternative B on pronghorn use of the impact areas are expected to be the same as
Alternative A.

The Agencies conclude that the overall impacts of Alternative B are the same as those for Alternative
A.

4). Land Use and Ownership - No changes to land use or ownership would result from
Alternative B.

The Agencies conclude that there are no impacts on land use and ownership associated with
Alternative B.

5). Cultural Resources — Surveys for cultural resources would be expanded to cover the
larger area considered under Alternative B. Any cultural resources found would be avoided as well,
therefore, the kinds of effects on cultural resources from Alternative B are the same as Alternative A

The Agencies conclude that the overall impacts of Alternative B are the same as those for Alternative
A.

_ 6). Air Quality - The increased use of water trucks proposed in Alternative B would
increase the amount of dust produced by the proposed project. The dust produced by the project is
expected to be temporary and local. Other impacts to air quality would be the same as in Alternative
Al

-

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to air quality associated with Alternative B would be minor
in the short term and negligible in the long term.

7). Visual Resources - The design of the proposed project in Alternative B would follow the
same visual resource management guidelines as in Alternative A.

The Agencies conclude that Alternative B would have the same overall impacts on visual resources
as Alternative A.
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8). Recreation — The Agencies conclude that the kinds of effects to recreation resources of
Alternative B are expected to be the same as Alternative A. A total of five of the plots would lie in

the portion of the BMGR that is open to the public potentially making the project more obvious to
the visiting public.

9). Water (Surface and Ground) — Alternative B would not be expected to have impacts to
surface water drainage systems or related water sources in the project area. The amount of water
required for the plots in Alternative B is estimated to be 25-30 acre-feet per year, and would be
available from the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District and other sources. No adverse
effect to local water sources or users would be expected to result from the proposed project

The Agencies conclude that the impacts on surface and ground water associated with Alternative B
would be minor in the short term and none in the long term.

10). Invasive, Non-native Species - The Agencies conclude that the effects on invasive,
non-native species would be expected to be the same in Alternative B as in Alternative A.

11). Areas of Critical Environmental Concern - The establishment of one forage
enhancement plot (Mohawk Drag Road East) within the Mohawk Mountain and Sand Dune ACEC,
and a second forage enhancement plot partly within the ACEC (Mohawk Dune), would follow the
guidelines established for the management of this ACEC. Burning would be used to thin creosotes.
The temporary free-water systems would be established. Only existing routes would be used when

watenng the plot with the water truck. Care would be taken to soften the outline of the plots by
avoiding straight lines.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts on ACECs associated with Altenative B would be
negligible in the short and long terms.

C. Impacts of the No Action Alternative.

1). Soils and Vegetation - No soil or vegetation would be disturbed as a result of this
alternative.

2). Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered Species - Wildlife would continue to use the
existing water sources and available forage.

Some of the objectives in the Lechuguilla-Mohawk Habitat Management Plan (1997), the Barry M.
Goldwater East Habitat Management Plan, and the Final Revised Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery
Plan (1998) would not be met. The wildlife objectives in the Yuma District Resource Management
Plan and Lower Gila South Resource Management Plan-Goldwater Amendment would not be met.

There would be a delay in meeting the objectives in the AGFD's Wildlife 2000 Strategic Plan (1996-
2000).

3). Land Use and Ownership - None

-

4). Cultural Resources — No impacts on cultural resources would occur.

5). Climate and Air Quality — The impacts on air quality described under the proposed
action would not occur.

6). Topography and Soils — The impacts on topography and soils described under the
proposed action would not occur.

7). Visual Resources — There would be no impacts to visual resources.
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8). Recreation — The impacts to recreation described under the proposed action would not

occur. There would, however, be no increase in the number of pronghorn that might otherwise be
seen by the public.

9). Water (Surface and Ground) — There would be no impacts to water resources under the
no action alternative.

10). Invasive, Non-native Species — There would be no impact to exotic plants and ammals
under the no action alternative.

11). Areas of Critical Environmental Concern — There would be no impact to the Mohawk
Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC, or any other ACEC, under the no action alternative.

D. Cumulative Impacts.

Cumulative effects are those additive or interactive effects that would result from the incremental
impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Interactive effects may be either countervailing—where the net adverse cumulative effect 1s less than
the sum of the individual effects—or synergistic—where the net adverse cumulative effect 1s greater
than the sum of the individual effects. In the subsections that follow, actions that may have

cumulative effects are described in general terms, followed by an assessment of the environmental
resources likely to be affected.

The areas within the BMGR (excluding the portion west of the Gila Mountains) and the Cabeza
Prieta NWR were considered 1n the analysis of cumulative impacts for a 10-year period.

The Barry M. Goldwater Range is used by MCAS, Navy, Army, and the USAF throughout the
year. The eastern portion of the Barry M. Goldwater Range is used for air- to-surface weapons
testing and training, including the HE Hill and STAC areas. The U.S. Air and Army National Guards
and Reserves also use the BMGR for training. The Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge airspace
1s also used by the nulitary for training throughout the year. The entire project area underlies
restricted airspace, a Military Operations Area (MOA), where military aircraft have a prionty of use
from ground level to 80,000 feet above ground level. Legislation, which renewed the military
withdrawal on the BMGR for 25 years, was recently signed. Funding for the Department of Defense
appears to continue to be stable, and held to about 80% of the Cold War funding.

1). Potential Cumulative Effect Issues

EA for Flash Burning of Military Munitions Residue on the BMGR

The Air Force proposes to introduce flash burning as a new final processing step to ensure that
military munitions scrap cleared from the BMGR is free of potentially ignitable explosive,
pyrotechnic, or propellant residues before it is released for recycling. EOD persennel clear
practice bombs, rockets, and other types of inert military ordnance from approved Air Force
weapons targets on the BMGR as part of an ongoing range safety and cleanup program. The
munitions scrap is transported to four consolidation points located on the BMGR for temporary
storage and final processing. The proposed action to flash burn munitions residue ensures safety

within the recycling chain by burning off all ignitable energetic materials before the metals are
released to the public.

An environmental assessment is being prepared that analyzes the proposed action (to use on-site
flash burning so that demilitarized and decontaminated munitions scrap may be transported off
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range for recycling) and the no-action alternative (to continue to store munitions scrap on the
BMGR for an indeterminate time).

EA for Cleanup of Inactive Target Areas on the BMGR.

The Air Force is preparing an EA to address Luke AFB’s proposal to cleanup munitions and
target debris from the surface of several formerly used target areas for both safety and
environmental management purposes, while minimizing the environmental impacts associated
with the cleanup process. A three-step approach is proposed to evaluate the formerly used target
areas. First, the sites will be investigated to determine the type and distribution of munitions and
target scrap. Second, a plan of action will be developed for each former target site to determine
the most appropriate means for removing munitions and target scrap. It may or may not be
appropriate to use the same cleanup process used on active manned and tactical ranges where
heavy trucks spaced at about 100-foot intervals are dniven in a line-abreast formation along
parallel transects across the sweep areas as the primary means to locate ordnance. The third step
and major focus of the EA will be to assess the environmental effects of the proposed plans of

action for cleaning up formerly used target areas. Different approaches may be used at the
various target areas.

EA for the Excavation of Sand and Gravel from Dry BMGR Washes.

The Air Force is preparing an EA for the proposed excavation of sand and gravel from dry
washes in the vicinity of the BMGR tactical ranges for use in road repairs and the reconditioning
of the manned range strafe pits. A total of seven sites are proposed for excavation as follows

one site in North TAC
one site in South TAC

one site on the periphery of Manned Range 1
four sites in East TAC

Addltlonally, the EA will evaluate the use of North TAC and East TAC excavation sites and the
RMCP 1 vicimuty for material storage. In accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act,
the Air Force will be required to obtain a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers 1n order to

implement the proposed action. The permit application process is bemng conducted 1n accordance
with the EA process.

Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan for the BMGR.

Public Law 106-65 mandates that the Air Force, Navy, and Department of the Interior shall

jomntly prepare an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for management of

the BMGR by 5 October 2001. The plan will be prepared under the Sikes Act and Sikes Act

Improvement Act and address the following issues specifically identified in Public Law 106-65:

¢ proper management and protection of the natural and cultural resources of the range and
sustainable use of such resources by the public

timely consultation with affected Indian tribes, including provisions for meeting federal trust

responsibilities, allowing access to and ceremonial use of sacred sites -~

use of the BMGR for hunting and trapping

current test and target impact areas on the range and related buffer or safety zones

prevention, suppression, and management of brush fires

design of future range gates, fences, and barriers to allow for wildlife access

other existing management plans to be incorporated

periodic review and opportunity for public comment on the plan and any substantial revisions
to the plan

¢ amending the plan as necessary

Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan for the BMGR.
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Luke AFB is developing an ICRMP and implementing programmatic agreement for the entire
BMGR. The ICRMP and executed programmatic agreement is expected to be completed by 31
December 2000. The ICRMP considers NHPA requirements as well as those of other heritage
preservation legislation, with related documents that address treatment of human burials and
repository requirements Additionally, an inventory was conducted to identify traditional cultural
places (and sacred sites) of importance to Native American (or other traditional communities)
with ties to the BMGR. This was a major ethnographic study involving contacts and consultation
with more than 20 individual Native American communities.

The ICRMP serves all agencies that have current management responsibilities on the BMGR. It
is anticipated that the ICRMP and its implementing programmatic agreement will continue to

provide the basis for the management of cultural resources and will be incorporated with the
INRMP for the BMGR.

Ongoing Operations on the BMGR.
Air and ground operations associated with military training within the area of the proposed action
will continue. Environmental impacts resulting from this training are documented in the Final

Legislative Environmental Impact Statement for the renewal of the Barry M. Goldwater Range
land withdrawal, which provided documentation used to draft P.L. 106-65.

2). Cumulative Effects Associated with the Proposed Action

Cumulative impacts that could result with the action proposed in this EA and the other projects
outlined in Section D include the following:

1). Soils and Vegetation - No cumulative impacts are predicted.

2). Wildlife - Noise associated with well development and other military operations
{especially explosive ordnance operations), could have some cumulative noise effects. Human
activities associated with the proposed project, proposed paving, ongoing mulitary operations,
proposed sand and gravel excavation, and proposed flash buming operations could result in a
greater short term disruption to wildlife; however, INRMP efforts could offset such impacts.

3). Land Use and Ownership - The area proposed is outside of commonly used areas and
other proposed projects. No cumulative impacts are predicted.

4). Cultural Resources - If archeological sites or other cultural resources were affected with
the proposed action, there could be additive impacts to cultural resources in association with
ongoing BMGR operations. However, avoidance of site and resources within the proposed
project result in no cumulative impacts being predicted. It is estimated that 600 sites on the
BMGR are potentially at risk from military activities with an undetermined additional number of
cultural resources subject to effect from other range uses, such as the proposed sand and gravel

excavation activities. Impacts of continuing use of the range will be considered and addressed in
the ICRMP. co

5). Air Quality - Cumulative impacts to air quality associated with the proposed project,
proposed paving, ongoing military operations, proposed sand and gravel excavation, and proposed
flash burning operations would be minor in the short term and negligible in the long term.

6). Visual Resources - No cumulative impacts are predicted.

7). Recreation - Public access is prohibited without special permission. No cumulative
impacts are predicted.
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8). Water Resources (Surface and Ground) - No cumulative impacts are predicted to local
surface water drainages or related water sources.

9). Invasive, Non-native Species - No cumulative impacts are predicted

10). Areas of Critical Environmental Concern - No cumulative impacts are predicted

The U.S. Border Patrol patrols the BMGR, Cabeza Prieta NWR, Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument, and other lands along the U.S/Mexico border by foot, horseback, 4-wheel drive vehicle,
helicopter, and fixed-wing aircraft. The Border Patrol has established roads, generally running
paralle] to the border which they use as “drag roads” to check for vehicle tracks and footprints. The

mtensity of their patrols depends upon the number of persons attempting to enter the United States
and the intensity of their patrols in other areas.

Undocumented immigrants occasionally drink water from water sources within the BMGR and the
Cabeza Prieta NWR. The Border Patrol would be advised of the locations of the free-water sources;
they are already aware of existing water source locations.

Smugglers of narcotics and other restricted substances and undocumented immugrants have created

unauthorized vehicle routes across the Cabeza Prieta NWR and BMGR, occasionally abandoning
vehicles and other supplies.

The public uses the area for recreation and wildlife viewing. This use of the area is expected to
continue in the same areas at current levels, although the numbers of recreational users are expected
to gradually increase. The military facility on Childs Mountain within the Cabeza Prieta NWR is
expected to be established as a Watchable Wildlife Area while unneeded military structures are
gradually removed. The USFWS is currently in the process of completing a Comprehensive
Conservation Plan for the Cabeza Prieta NWR, which may propose additional uses for the area.

The USFWS and AGFD have a goal of mamntaining working radio-collars on 10 percent of the
estimated population of Sonoran pronghorn. Future radio-collaring efforts can be anticipated as the

batteries 1n the current collars fail and as collared pronghorn die. Weekly fixed-wing aircraft flights
to locate the collared pronghom are expected to continue.

Ifthe proposed action is implemented and the project is found to be successful, but require long-term
work, the project may provide work for contractors and contribute to the local economy. If the
project is successful and a transplant of Sonoran pronghorn is completed, it may be found that
continuing the project is still beneficial to this original population of pronghorn. Additional forage
enhancement plots may be proposed and the environmental impact described in future documents

In conclusion, the proposed project is expected to have a beneficial impact on forage availability
and the pronghorn, counteracting, in part, any current cumulative adverse impacts placed on

pronghorn habitat by the U.S. Border Patrol, smugglers, undocumented persons, MICAS, LAFB, and
the visiting public.

E). Ireversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources.

The commitment of resources would be irreversible if the proposed action resulted in a process that
could not be stopped and where a resource, its use or productivity is consumed or lost forever. The
commitment of resources would be irretrievable if the proposed action eliminated or changed a
resource’s utility or productivity for the life of the project or over a recovery period.
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Irreversible effects associated with Alternative A include the water wells installed for imgation, and
the permanent structures associated with the water wells. Irretrievable effects for both Alternative A
and B include the reduced availability of the access roads to wildlife and other uses due to the
increased traffic associated with the project, and the potential increase in wildlife densities associated
with the increased forage and water. Other irretnievable effects include the loss of the creosote plants,

the general restructuring of the vegetative communities and the potential change in soil
microorganisms associated with the irrigation

V. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

List of Preparers

Susanna Henry Assistant Refuge Manager, Kofa Wildlife Refuge
(former BLM-Yuma Field Office Wildlife Biologist)
Karen Rerchhardt Natural Resources Specialist/Environmental ~ Coordinator, Yuma
Field Office, BLM

Dave Hoerath Wildlife Biologist, Phoenix Field Office, BLM

John Hervert Region IV Wildlife Program Leader, AGFD

Jill Bright Wildlife Specialist, AGFD

Bill Miller Wildlife Biologist, LAFB

Lisa McCarrick Wildlife Biologist/Environmental Planner, LAFB
Eric Oswald Natural Resource Planner/Hydrologist, LAFB

People and Agencies Consulted

Yuma Field Office, BLM

Boma Johnson Archeologist — (retired)

Dave Daniels Surface Protection Specialist

Gary Rowell Surface Protection Specialist

Mark Lowans Outdoor Recreation Planner

John Reid Outdoor Recreation Planner (currently BLM, Kingman)

Phoenix Field Office, BLM
Cheryl Blanchard Archeologist

Cabeza Prieta NWR

Don Tiller Refuge Manager

Selso Villegas {(former) Wildlife Biologist

John Morgart Wildlife Biologist

Kofa NWR

Michelle Willcox Staff Assistant

Arizona Game and Fish Department -
Mark Brown Wildlife Specialist

Linden Piest Nongame Specialist

Bob Henry Game Specialist

Ron Christofferson  Development Branch Specialist
Luke Air Force Base

Daniel Garcia Chief of Environmental Sciences
Robert Barry Wildlife Biologist

Jeanne Dye Wildlife Biologist
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Marine Corps Awr Station, Yuma

Ron Pearce

Bob Riley

Bryan Morrill
Wiley Holmesley

Public Scoping

Range Manager

Natural Resources Specialist

Natural Resources Specialist

Natural Resources Specialist/ GIS Specialist

A draft Environmental Assessment was available for public review and comment for a 52-day
period from February 2 to March 24, 2000. Public notices were published in the Yuma Daily
Sun, the Tucson Citizen, the Arizona Daily Star (Tucson), and the Federal Register Two public
meetings were held to discuss and distribute the draft EA. The February 2 meeting held in
Tucson was attended by 13 people and the February 9 meeting in Yuma was attended by 33

people.

Fifteen comment letters were received. The writers of seven of these letters were in favor of
proceeding with the proposal, six were against the proposal, and two expressed a mixed
viewpomt. Most of the comment letters offered excellent constructive comments A letter to the
editor of the Yuma Daily Sun printed on April 22 supported the project.
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Table 1.Forage enhancement sites, potential treatments and methods of water application under

Alternative A

. Potential Size Method of UTM coordinate
Site name Treatment' (km?) water (Northwest corner)
application

1. Mohawk Pass C-I-wW 10 } well 3611000 N 262000 E

2. Mohawk Dune C-I-w 1.0 3609000 N 264000 E

3. Granite Mnts. #1 C-I-W 1.0 3592500 N 277000 E

4. Gramte Mnts. #2 (NW) C-I 1.0 well 3593000 N 276000 E

5. Granite Mnts. #3 (SE) C-I 1.0 3592000 N 278000 E

6 Aztec Hills #1 C-I-W 1.0 truck 3624700 N 277900 E
(north end; 1.7km long
X 580 m wide along
road)

7. Aztec Hills #2 C-I 0015 truck 3622784 N 281073 E
(south end, 500 meter
NE along road, 30 m
wide)

8 Aztec Hills #3 C-1 0015 truck 3622000N 282200 E
(north end, 500 meters
south along road. 30 m
wide)

9 Point of the Pintas C-I-w 1.0 } well 3592000 N 250000 E

10.Point of the Pintas #2 C-1 10 3591500 N 251000 E

""Treatments: C = creosote removal; = annual and perennial forage irngation; W = free standing

water.
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Table 2.Forage enhancement sites, potential treatments and methods of water application under
Alternative B.

_ Potential  Size Method of  yTM coordinate
Site name Treatment' (km’) water (Northwest cor
application ner)

1. Mohawk Pass C-I-W 1.0 truck 3611000 N 262000 E

2. Mohawk Dune C-I-W 10 truck 3609000 N 264000 E

3 Granite Mnts. #1 C-I-w 1.0 truck 3592500 N 277000 E

4. Granite Mnts. #2 (NW) C-1 1.0 truck 3593000 N 276000 E

5. Granite Mnts. #3 (SE) C-I 1.0 truck 3592000 N 278000 E

6 Aztec Hills #1 C-I-W 1.0 truck 3624700 N 277900 E
{(north end; 1.7km long
X 580 m wide along
road)

7. Aztec Hills £2 C-1 0.015 truck 3622784 N 281073 E
(south end: 500 meter
NE along road, 30 m
wide)

8 Aztec Hills #3 C-I 0.015 truck 3622000N 282200 E
(north end, 500 meters
south along road, 30 m
wide)

9 Point of the Pintas C-I-W 10 truck 3592000 N 250000 E

10.Point of the Pintas #2 C-I 1.0 truck 3591500 N 251000 E

11. Mohawk Drag Rd. West C-I-wW 0.015 truck 3598500 N 241500 E

12. Mohawk Drag Rd. East C-I-W 0.015 truck 3597977 N 252457 E

13. South Aguila C-I-w 1.0 truck 3602700 N 279600 E

14. Central San Cristobal C-I-w 1.0 truck 3616500 N 267500 E

15. Mohawk Valley C-I-w 1.0 truck 3602400 N 236000 E

' Treatments: C = creosote removal; I =annual and perennial forage irrigation; W = free standing
water.
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Wood barrier to soil

Vent Valve and access point I:i__—_l
24 mch PVC pipe 20 foot in length +
2 inch flexible feed line

Trough would be made of fiberglass and would be fitted with concrete walk-in steps. The depth
of the trough would equal 30 inches.

Figure 4. Schematic drawing of an underground temporary pronghorn water

S
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APPENDIX A

HYPOTHESIS TESTING AND MONITORING
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Hypothesis Testing:

1 Hy: There s no difference n forage production between treated and untreated plots

At each forage enhancement site, an adjacent untreated plot will be used for comparison.
Transect sampling for annual plant availability will be conducted on treated and untreated plots.
Differences in frequency and/or biomass will be analyzed using #-tests, Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA), or appropriate non-parametric tests. Differences in forage production between
treated and untreated plots and between treatments will be analyzed.

2. Hg: Sonoran pronghorn use treated (enhanced) areas randomly.

Paired plots (treated and untreated areas) will be located within similar habitat types.
Frequency of use of each plot will be documented by direct observation of radio-collared
pronghorn. Chi-square analyses will be used to determine if pronghorn use treated areas in
proportion to their availability (Neu et al. 1974, Byers et al. 1984). If use differs from
availability, we will then determine which areas were preferred or avoided using 95% Bonferroni
confidence intervals following methods described by White and Garrot (1950:186-189). A
Jacobs' D test will be performed to determine the magnitude of selection or avoidance.

3. Hp: Sonoran pronghorn fawn survival is not influenced by habitat manipulations (creosote
removal, forage enhancement and free standing water).

Fawn survival will be estimated at any given time through direct observation of fawns within
radio-collared groups. Marked groups in the vicinity of the treated areas will be compared to
marked groups elsewhere. Rainfall data will be collected and used to compare treated and
untreated areas. Differences in number of fawns surviving per 100 does between treated and
untreated areas will be analyzed with #-tests or appropriate non-parametric tests.

4. Hyp' Duiet of Sonoran pronghorn is not influenced by forage enhancements

Fecal pellets will be collected after direct observation, from pronghorn groups using the
treated areas and those using other areas in similar habitats. Diet will be investigated through
microhistological examination of fecal samples. Differences in the composition of forbs, browse
and cacti in the diet of animals using treated and untreated areas will be compared on a seasonal
basis. Differences in forage consumed will be analyzed using ANOVA or appropriate non-
parametric tests. The nutritional quality of most forage species available to pronghorn is known.
Consequently, a model can be derived reflecting any dlfference in the nutritional plane
experienced by pronghorn using treated areas versus those that do not. Inferences will be made
relative to the required nutritional plane for fawns to survive.

5. Hp: Predation of Sonoran pronghorn is not influenced by habitat manipulations (creosote
removal, forage enhancement and free standing water).

Predation will be documented through investigation of any mortality involving radio-collared
pronghorn. Comparison of pronghom mortality rates within treated and untreated areas will be
investigated. In addition to the use of radio-collared pronghorn, systematic searches will be

conducted in the vicinity of treated areas in order to determine 1f predators kill non-collared
pronghorn. -
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APPENDIX B

ANTICIPATED WORK SCHEDULE
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Creosote Burning

One time treatment at each site.

¢ Done during the dry season. Creosotes should be brown and dry.

Since it is the dry season, pronghorn are not expected to be in the plot areas. Each area will
be scanned prior to begimning work to ensure there are no pronghorn around.
Estimated Time and Personnel: 2 days with 4 people per 1 km’ site.

Sprinkler Set-up

One time set-up at each site.

Set-up will be prior to pronghorn being in the vicinity. Areas will be scanned to ensure there
are no pronghorn around.

Estimated Time and Personnel: 2 people working each day

2 days at Granite sites

2 days at Aztec Hill sites

1 day each for Pintas, Mohawk Pass, and Mohawk Dune

Well Drilling

One time drilling at each site.
Drilling will be done prior to pronghorn being in the vicinity. Areas will be scanned to
ensure there are no pronghorn around.
Estimated Tum and Personnel: 4 days at each site
o Crew requred by the drilling company

Well Irrieation

Irmigation will be done at night to reduce disturbance to pronghorn.

One site irrigated per night.

Estimated Time and Personnel: 1 person to start the well and monitor irrigation.

Apply 1" of water over two acres will take approximately 10 hours, at 100 gallons/minute
well output.

Number of times to nmigate will depend on ramnfall patterns; in the worst-case scenarion of no
additional rainfall, 8-10 applications will be necessary.

Water Truck Irrigation

Done at night to reduce the likelihood of disturbance to pronghorn.
One site irmgated per night.
Estimated Time and Personnel: 1 person to drive the truck and connect truck to sprinkler

Up to 2 trips a night (back and forth to water) until required amount of water has been
applied.

Pronghom Use of Plot Monitoring

The majority of pronghorn monitoring will be done from aircratft.
Remote cameras may also be used.
Where possible, direct monitoring from hills may be used.
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APPENBDIX C

CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY SUMMARIES

This appendix contains the cultural resource survey summaries that were conducted for the proposed
forage enhancement plots. One report, from the Air Force archeological contract, covers 8 ofthe 10
plots (Aztec Hills #1-3, Granite Mountains #1-3, Mohawk Pass and Mohawk Dunes). The Bureau
of Land Management’s Cultural Resource Project Record covers the Point of the Pinta’s #1 and #2.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Agency: United States Air Force, Luke Air Force Base, 56 Range Management Office (RMO)

Project Title: Archaeological Survey of Eight Pronghorn Forage Plots on the Barry M.
Goldwater Range (BMGR)

Contract Number: F022604-99-D0002; DO 5004

Project Description: The study of eight pronghom forage plots was funded by the U. S Air
Force and was undertaken at the request of the 56 RMO. The purpose of the study was to
provide the U. S. Air Force, as the lead agency, the Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the
BLM-Yuma with mformation regarding the nature, extent, and condition of cultural resources
that are present in eight forage plots in three locations on the east side of the BMGR. The BLM-
Yuma prepared the Environmental Assessment of the entire project, which also includes forage

plots on the west side of the BMGR. Plots on the west side of the BMGR were surveyed by the
BLM-Yuma and are not included in this summary.

Project Location: The eight forage plots are located in three general areas on the east side of the
BMGR. The majority of the project area 1s located in relatively flat portions of the San Cristobal
Valley in Maricopa County, Anizona. The three northernmost plots are located in the Aztec
Hills, in Township 8 South, Range 11 West, Sections 10, 11, 14, 15, and 24 and Township 8
South, 10 west; Section 19. Two plots are located m the middle portion of the project area, on
the west side of San Cristobal Wash. The Mohawk Dunes plot is location in Township 10 South,
Range 12 West, Section 4 and the Mohawk Pass plot is located in Township 9 South. Range 12
West. Sections 29 and 32. Finally, the southern survey area includes the three largely contiguous

Granite Mountain plots, located 1n Township 11 South, Range 11 West and the adjacent
unsectioned area.

Number of Acres Surveyed: 1,665 acres

Personnel and Dates of Fieldwork: Fieldwork was conducted during two sessions: May 15-
June 16, 2000 and July 22 and 23, 2000. A total of 93 person days were expended on the field
survey and recording. Participants included Dr. Jeffrey H. Altschul, principal investigator, Dr.
Teresita Majewski, project manager, Christopher J. Doolittle, project director, Kholood Abdo-
Hintzman, Ted Perkins, and Tracy Franklin, field supervisors, and crewmembérs Maria
Espinoza, Perla Jauregui, Michael Oberndorf, Tina Oglesby, John Turkoc, and Nicole Wallock.

Number of Properties: Two (2) archaeological sites and 52 isolated occurrences were identified
and recorded during the survey

List of Properties Recommended as Eligible: Two archaeological sites are recommended as

eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion d, for their potential
to yield information on the topics of chronology, settlement, trade routes and organization of
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exchange, cultural affiliation and ethnic boundaries.

A7 Y:6:43 (ASM) is a large diffuse artifact scatter consisting of several loci that combined
measures roughly 320 m north-south by 340 m east-west. The site occurs 1n an area that contains
a small dune and several associated low-lying areas or playas Four discrete loct were recorded.
Artifacts include flaked stone, two projectile points, and ground stone. Preliminary analysis of

the two projectile points suggests that the site may date to the Archaic pertod. The site has the
potential for buried cultural deposits.

AZ Y.11 23 (ASM) 1s an artifact scatter that measures 64 m north-south by 68 m east-west. The
site consists of one artifact concentration and several individual artifacts. Artifacts include plain

ware ceramics, cortical and noncortical flakes and shatter, ground stone, and a Glycymers shell
fragment

List of Properties Recommended as Ineligible: 52 isolated occurrences. The isolated
occurrences have good integrity; however, beyond their locations and nature, they do not appear
to contribute information to the research questions outhned for this project. Twenty-four (24)
isolated occurrences were recorded with only flake stone artifacts; six (6) contamned only shell;
two (2) had both flaked stone and shell artifacts, eleven (11) contained only ceramics, four (4)

had only ground stone artifacts; four (4) were prehistoric isolated features, mcluding two trail
segments; and one (1) was a historical-period feature.

Comments: The survey crew walked linear transects spaced at 15-m intervals. ASM criteria
were applied to identify “sites” versus “isolated occurrences”. Site-recording procedures were
comprehensive and identical for sites and isolated occurrences. Information recorded for sites
included topography and environmental setting, artifact counts and descriptions, feature
descriptions, site size, evidence of human and natural disturbance, and location data. Each site
was mapped, showing size, environmental setting, point locations of important artifacts, and
spatial relationships between features and artifact concentrations. Color and black-and-white
photographs were taken to document site condition and environmental setting. The locations of

sites and isolated occurrences were determined using a Trimble GeoExplorer II GPS unit with
post-processing differential correction

s
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Form AZ-8111-4

Page 1 of 2
{June 1988

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
ARIZONA STATE OFFiCE

CULTURAL RESOURCE PROJECT RECORD

Project - Number: BLM AZ - 050 - _ 89 -_17 Other No.:
Project - Name: MCAS Antelope Forage Project  BLM Case File No.:

State: AZ / CA County: _Yuma Map Name(s):_1- East of Buck Peak: 2- North of Isiz Pinta,
and 3- Point of the Pintas

Township_not surveved (N S), Range__ (E W) Section QaQ Q
Township___{N 8), Range___(E W) Section QQ Q
Township___(N S), Range__ (E W) Section QaQ Q
ASM Quad No(s):_Y-10 NW. Y-10 NE. Y-8 NE

Land Owner(s): _Federal County Other Private State Unknown

Agency: BLM and Yuma Field Office and PU

Institution Doing Work:__BLM. Yuma Field Office
Person(s}-in-Charge: Boma Johnsaon. Archaeologist
Purpose of Project and Applicant:

Dates of Fieldwork: __11/29/29 - 11/30/23

Cultural Use Permit No.: __N/A n

Access and Location Description: located on the Barrv M Goldwater Ranage
Bibliographic Referencs(s) (list report title, author, institution and date): none
No. of Cultural Properties Recorded: _none List Site Nos.__none
Colleciions Made: YES NO Testing Done: YES NO
Repository Name and Location: __N/A

Photos: YES NO  Photo informauon: _none

Total Person Days Used:_ 182~

*A crew of 12 people assisted Boma Johnson and Susanna Henry to accomplish the field
inventory.

*One single red slip on buff sherd (5x86 cm.) was noted in the middle of Unit 2 at E251736 and

N3580874. Also a rock cairn was noted (likely histonic) just outside plot or Unit 2 at the
southwest corner.



Form AZ-8111-4

Page 2of 2
(June 1998}
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
ARIZONA STATE OFFICE
CULTURAL RESOURCE PROJECT RECORD
Project - Number: BLM _AZ - 050 - 88 - 17

INVENTORY TECHNIQUES (if different parts of the project used different
techniques, fill out a separate page for each):

Size of Entire Project Area (acres):_Plot 1: 1000x1000m
Plot 2: 1000x1000m.
Plot 3: 10x500m 20

Plot 4- 10x50m_£0°  Crew Size: __ 14
Project Boundary Description:__see maps ~_ ©

Mode: Pedestrian Dimensions {miles or feet): _2020x3000 meters
Inventory Level (check): Class{l* ___ Class Ill_x  Judgmental*___
Actual Acres Surveyed - Estimated % Coverage: 100 %

Field Methods Used (for example, systematic 50 m wide parallel transects, etc.): _20
meter fransects

Discussion (justify techniques and methods used: N/A
*SAMPLING INFORMATION

Sampling Strategy (check): Systematic__, Random__, Stratified__, Combination__
Percent of Project Area Sampled: %o

Size of Sample Units: No. of Sample Uniis:

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA (optional if covered in report or other document):

Vegetation Types: creosote/bursage
Major Topographic Features and Locations:__area verv flat
Water Sources and Locations: none
Other:
Form Completed by: Boma Johnson Date: 12 /7 /88
Approved by: Date:__ [/ /

Attach map(s) showing site locations, site numbers, project area boundary, ail areas
surveyed, and sample units and numbers, if applicable.
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APPENDIX D

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED

and

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The following comment letters were received during the open public comment period which took
place from February 2, 2000 until March 24, 2000:

Letter No.

BW N =

(o)W V,]

8

9
10
11*
12%*

13*
14*
15%

Author

Edward B. Zukoski, Land and Water Fund of the Rockies
Mike Senator, Defenders of Wildlife

Bill Broyles, Friends of Cabeza

John Gunn, Southwest Natural Resource Management
Consultants (SWNRMC)

Jon M. Shumaker

Scott Jay Bailey, Tohono O’odham Nation, Natural Resources
Department

Gail Gallager, Yuma County Department of Development
Services

J.P. Melchionne

Brian F. Dolan

Mike Seidman

Duane Shroufe, Anzona Game and Fish Department

Russel T. Farringer, III, Department of the Air Force, HQ
AETC/CEVN Randolph, Texas

William D. Sommers IV

Jon Fugate, Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club

Dale M. Marler, Yuma Chapter, People for the USA

* Comment letters not requiring responses

This appendix contains a copy of each of the comment letters followed by responses to the

comments.
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March 24, 2000

Ms, (Gail Acheson

Yuema Field Office Manager
2455 E. Gila Ridge Rd.
Yumn, AZ 85365-2240
VIA FAX: 520-317-3250

Re:  Sonoran Prongkorn Habitst Forage Enkancement,
BLM EA: AZ-050-99-045

Dear Ma. Acheson:

On betlf of The Wilderness Socicty (TWS), its thousands of membery in
Arizona, and ity tundreds of thousands of membrers across the nation, please
accept these comments on the Draft Environmental Asseasment (DEA) for the
Sonaran Pranghorn Habitat Forage Enhsncement Projeet (BA-AZ-050-99-045).
TWS has a longstanding interext in the protection of the wild arcax of the Sonoran
Deaert and the wildlife that reside there, TWS is also committed to the recavery
of federatly listed threatened and endangered species using responsible,
ceologteally approprars, and seientifically defensible recovery strategies

However, TWS opposes the implementation of thig project as currently
canceived, Befine & projoct of this magnitude with unproven and potenmally
stgruficant negative enviconmental mmpacts 19 undertaken, TWS urges tha BIM
to:
(2)  analyze and adopt & much more wodest study to determineg IF

artificia) habrtal mampulation CAN result in the successful growth

of eddtiona) forage patatable to Sonoran pronghom antelope; and

() thes and only then CONSIDER the implementation of & more
ambiripus expertment after the prepanion of an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

L BLM Must Aonlyze un'd Adopt A More Modest Propasal

N
TWS supports the recolnmendation of Defenders of Wildlife (DOW) in
1beir comments (submiutted separately) that BLM should ficst construct and

! | operote & forage enhancement plot or plots outside of pronghom habitat on the

Goldwater Range, The purpose of these plot(s) should be to gather the detmls

ErvviaoentAL Law ann Paucy Center
SenvinG THE RocKky MOUNTANS AND DESERT SOUTHWEST

EZ3G 865 £29 ¢ SIDOMI IHL 40 AN ¥3UbM § aNgY af @n 0a,62.£9

Mar 27.00 10;12AM, Page 2

Sent By: Arizona Bureauw of Land Manageme0;623 580 5580;

€24

Mar 27 00 10°12AM, Page 3

Letter w Ms. Achesan re. TWS Comments on BLM BA. AZ-050-99-043 Page 2

March 24, 2000

associated with the copstruction and operation of the plots (1. , cost, peysonnel requircments,
tme, gmount of disturbance) and, most ymportantly, to determine whether watening the desent
and throwing out a few sceds will succeed 1 producing an appropmate quality und quantity af’
Zltorage  This expenmental plot may have to be operated for an earira year, or more likely, even
longer, $o that the agencies can ascextam the effectivencss of the plnt dunng different scasons.

BLM should take this approach beeause there 13 0o evidence that we know of — and BLM
cites note - that the methords 1 proposes to use will tesult m an moease in forage for Sonoran
pranghomm or aay ather species, In fact, expert botansts (e g., Dr Richard Felger) wha have
reviewed the proposal exprossed grave skepticism ax fo its success, According to the commicnts
of Bill Broyles (submited separately) Dr. Felger

3

o |predices this project wall cause irrepagable harm to an extensive region of fuurly
pristine desert. He tells us that this project opens an enormous door fof non-

5'| uative invasive speciey, many of which out-compete natives  He contends that
these desert feedlots have intle botanecal chance of suceess, espremlly if the
natve seeds 1 be nsed are not 8 compatible local genotype.!

Mr Bioyles alss asky a number of important quostions conceming foruge cuhancement, as does
Defenders of Wildhife, that BLM must auswer before it can proceed with any seedmp/watermng

cxperient.
Other questions regardmg forage “enhancement” include:

m BLM tends to apply water "frequently enpugh to eahance the level of forage
production 10 meet the specific poals for cach plot . ..* DEAat6 What are the
i ,speclﬂc goals for each plat? Do they vary from plot 1o plat? How? Why? Does
" f BLM have an idea how “frequently” water will have to be apphed to achieve 1

spectfic goal?

n “Ta areas where natural germunation has not produced enough forage, seeding will
be used.” DEA at 6. How nmch 13 "cnough” forugs® Afler how mvch water bas
been applied will thus determnation be made? At what time of year will such 2
dectsion be made? Will the BLM foreclose opportunities to secd for certan

8 speeies (because of the hnung of germmation) by epplying the water first und

seading later?

[ “Sanoran desert native seed pxtures ... would be used ® DEA at 6, Where will
the sced come from? ‘Wil BLM attempt to gather sced from the lacal area? Why
or why no1? How many of the plants listed are; Nativea? Annuals? Perremnls?

At what time of year do they usually germinate?

! PLM fails to disclose whers 1t will obtamn its seed souree, BLM must commect this
omigsion in any subsequently prepared NEPA dacument.

66C OM £295 885 £29 ¢ SIAINI0Y FHL 40 aNNY HALEM 3 gMN &F do Bn-cz
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Letter to Ms. Acheson re TWS Comment on LM EA. AZ-Q50 59-045 Page d

March 24, 2000

L] Will BLM wtrermpt to cvaluate specific soil condinons befire planung secds?
g Don't different seeds have diffcrent so1l requirements, depth requarements, etc.”

L How often will the plots be watered? How often (end how many) trucks will
drive ouf 10 each siue?

We note that the “List of Preparer” (DEA at 19-20) lists no person who, to our
tmowkdge, has significant expericaee or capertise m the bateny of the Soporan desere. The hiat
of citations (DEA at 20-22) conteing but tiree studies -+ Patten (1978); Brown and Minnich
(1986); and Tevis (1948) ~ out of nearly 30 cited that have arguably anything to do with plam
erology, and none of these apparestly pertains o the efficacy or possibility of artificially
germunsting perenninl or amual plants m the Sonoran desert, At an absolute mununur, ALM
st consult with Jeading Sonoran desert botanists (melucdiog Dr, Richard Felger) before
proceeds with even a hmited study to dstemune if sroficially germinating or enbancing forsge
spectes 5 practical on such 2 acale.

We firrther note that BLM s ability to rest ali of ity other Aypothieses (aumbered 2-5
Appendix A to the DEA) depend entirely on its ability -- totally unsupported and unproven at
this pomt = to produce forsge, [fBLM faaly i its atteonpts to artificually germunate or
supplement the growth of piants an many or afl of s 15 forage plats, i will generate NO useful
data on those plots in answermg those other questions, [n particular, how can BLM determme of
Sonoran pronghom fawn survival is influenced (or not) by enbancement of forage, if BLM 13
umable to produse the desired forage? 1f BLM doey not produce forage in a small test outside of
Sonoran pronghom range, tho costs of the expertment (to the taxpayer, to the sgency in terns of
staff-time, to the environwnent, ctc.) will be small, On the othey hand, proceeding 10 & humied
fashion with the proposed action, tnvolviag large-scale habitat manspulation on spproximately 4
square miles, with 0o setence or experjence that the BLM can unprove forsge production at a1
of 15 sites canld have povenaally sigoificant vost, and litile retum,

As the above demonstratey, the alternative of cxamining the BLM's sbility to artificially
enhanee forage ope a small-scale, expenimenta! basis 13 reasanable ona, since it will provnde
usefu) mformation and expertisc in deterrmuning whether a targer-scate project is pmctica! or
feasible, Ay you know, centralto the prepazation of m cnvironmental asycssment 1 the

9 | requmement that it comider » meanungful range of reasonabie ajternatives, 40 CF.R.

§ 1508.5(b); Boh Marshull Allisnce v, Hodc), 852 F.2d 1223, 1228-29 (9ih Cir, 1988), et
denied, 489 U.S. 1066 (1989) ("Consideration of slternatives Is critical to the goals of NEPA

cven where A proposed action doos not trigger the EIS proceas”); Nutura] Resqurees Defense
Councyl v. 1.5, Dept, of thg Navy, 857 F.Supp. 734, 73940 (C.D Cal. 1994) (dity to conysder
reasonblo alterisatives 1 independunt and of wider scope than the duty to couplcte an E[S),
Sierre Club 'y, Watkana, £08 F,Supp, 852, 870 (D D C. 1991) (same); Sierma Clab v, Alexander,
484 F.Supp, 455 (ND.N.Y. 1980) (san). Althpugh an agency need not consuder every possible
alfternxtrve, it must consider reasanable akt ves "necessary 1o permit a reasoned choice”
Headumters, Inc, v, Burcait of Land Management, 914 F.2d 1174, 1180-81 (b Cir, 1950). Pun
differently, w must conader thoss aliernatives that "would alter the environmenta) impact and the
cost-bencfit balance.” Bgb Marshall Alhence, 852 F 2d at 1228, quoting Calvert Chify!
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Coordinating Comm. Ing. v, U5 Atomic Energy Comar'n, 449 F. 2d 1109, 1114 (D.C Cir
1971)

BLM's fulure to analyze this more modest spproach would vialate NEPA.
II.  HLM Must Prepare an EIS on the Proposed Action.

NEPA requires that federal agencies complete a detailed environments] ipact stfemen
when planning a major federal action which may sigmificanly affect the quality of the heman
environment. 421) 8 C. § 4332, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations define
“romjor fedeval action® to includs "actions woh effects which may be major and which are
potemtully subject ta Federal contral * 40 C.F.R. § 1508 1B (ciphasis added). Regulations
further define "significantly” in terms of context and imtenaty. 40 C.FR. § 130827, Federal
caselaw further makes clear that where the potenial for significance accurs, whether or oot 1 15
proven, the agency must prepare an EIS  See Foundation fyr North A Wild Shecp v
United States Dept, 0 681 F 24 1172, 1178 (Sth Cir, 1982); Sierra Club v_Marsh,
769 F 2d 868, 870 (1st Cir. 1985).

As 1he Second Circuit recently ymied:

... when it is a close call whether there will be a significant environmental impsct
from 2 proposed action, an EI3 should be prepared. This view is remforced by
the CEQ Guudcling's direction to agencics tm consider "[tJhe degres to which the
effects on the quality of the human environmert are hkely w be highly
controversial” when determming sigmificance 40 CF.R. § 1508.27(h)(4)
Morcover, we think NEPA's policy goals require mzencics to err i favor of
preparation of an EIS when the proposed action 13 likely to have a signiflcam
enviyonmenta) impact, Consoquently, we sgree with the distnict coust that a pasty
challenging the sgency's decision ot t prepire an EIS must show only that there
is m substantial possthility that the action may have a significant ympact on the
eovironment, net that it clearly will have such an mpect. Sex Foundstoy for N,
Am. Wild Sheep, 681 F.2d st 1177-78; Save Qur Ten Actey, 472 F.2d a2 467, The
Forest Service's determunation that prepuration of an EIS was not nccessary, based
on the record before it, was therefore arbitvary and capricious

National Audubon Sacsty v, Hoffimap, 132 £.24 7, 18 2™ Cir. 1997)
By several measures, the proposed action requires completion of an EIS
First, the proposed action and st least onz other altemative will ;gnificantly impact the

lo llmman envonment. The proposed action will mvnlve, smong other things:

-0 A ’ hebitat manipulation, mcluding buring of large numbers of plants, on en area
/ nearly 4 square miles (2,435 ncres) (DBA a1 5),

M 128 constructian of up ta 50 “small* dams (DEA at 7),
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] using backhoes and other heavy equipment to excavaie earth for the placement of

12 & 11 drinkers (DEA at 7).
] | thousands of heavy truck trips (or more) to provide watces (no cap on - or even 8
te & | lower limut of estimate of- such trips 13 identified)
| ] up to thousznds of vehicle tnips (or more) for monitoring (10 cap atn - ar cven
10E I lower imit or estimats of- such trpa 18 idemified)

W | in Ahermative B, the constniction of up to 6 wates wells, including noisy gasolne
pumps, without any commitment to remove these ficiliney when the project 1s
aver (whenever that 15), and without any constderation of impacts to the local
squifer or bydrology in this desert environment. DEA at 8 (desenbing welly), 16-
17 (containing no commitment to remove wells, dismissmg impacts to equifer and
hydrology without analysis)

L] the potentia) for introductinn and enhancemtent of exatic Sabam muustard, contrary
10 BLM policy and Exceutive Order, without aay firm commitment to mitigats
such impacts (3ce DEA at 16, noting that Sahara mustard "may be removed by
tiund® (emphasis added) while commatting to “aggressively remove[]” bufflegrass.
DEA a1 16.

'S " | onexpenment of indefinte (and potential infinitc) dusation.?

lof

106

In short, this project involves substantial manipulation of habitat with unimown benefits and
potentially slgnifican harm to the envisonment. BLM must therefore prepare an EIS,

1 The DEA says that forzge enhansement will *likely” be requured until “addniional
populations arc cstablishcd and removals are po longer necessary.” DEA.ut 5. Thu s an
extremaly long-term proceas. We are unaware that the Sonaran Prongorm Core Working (iroup
(CWG) has identified any areas suitable for the establishment of Sonoran pronghom transplant,
Tha introduction of m endangered species into umorcupisd habitat i3 usually considered an
action requiring Secuon 7 consultztion, the preparation of an EIS, and substantial groundwork to
ensure that the habitat is hicely to be sutable for the transplunted animals. We drs unaware that
any of this work ls m progreas - or likely to be - for many years, Itis thus possible that forage
enhancement could contimse for o least 1615 yoars before any transplants take place, and
perhaps for decades longer.

The DEA also states that the project i)l be discontipued if 1t con be shown that these
efforts are not effective.” DEA, at 5. However, winle thig experment attempts 1o test the
veracity of certain kypotheses, the DEA divulges no threshold Jevelg at which the expenment
wall be judged erther a fatlure ar a sucress  This is & major fuhae of the experimental design
that must be remedied, and roust be presented to the public for comment.
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Second, by a number of the critena ctablished by the CEQ, the impacts of the proposal
are sipmficant,

For exanuple, one measure of significance is the "degree to which the effects on the
quality of the urnan covronment are likely to be lughly contmversal * 40 C F R
§ 1508.27(b)(4). Federal courts have held that where conservation groups, sciennsts, and other
reach differemt conclusions than the agency concermng the potential unpacts of a project, that
constinnes & "highly controversial” achion for which an E1S must be prepared. Foundation for
Nayth American Wild Sheep, 681 F.2d 1172 (ih Cur, 1982), That threshold has been reached
here, given that experts (including Mr, Broyles, wath severa), peer-reviowed, published aricles
on the history and impact of water m the desert southwest - none of which BLM bothered tw
cite’), conservationists (Defernders of Wildlife) and others {¢.g., Mr, Gum) all rutse numerous
questions about the nature of the impacts and recommend agsinst the proposed action

Another measure of significance Is the “degree to which the possible effects on the
iran environment are highly uncertam.® 40 C.F R, § 1508 27(bX(5). Given that thus project 15
an experiment, that 1ts design 15 vague, that this is the first time anything like this hag been
antempted on this scale for sn endangered species, the impacts to the desert environment and to
the pronghorm itself are "highly uncertain,”

12

Yet another measure of mgmificance 13 the "degree fo which the action may cstablish a

13 [ precedent for future actions with significant effects or represents a decision i principle about &
future conssderation” 40 C.F R. § 1508.27(b)(6) TWS knowa of no precedent for the propased
action. BLM cites none. While supplemental feeding of game animals is & common practice 1n
some states, the purposcful development of forage plots and artdficial water sowrces to aid in the
recavery of s listed species hag not ever, to our knowlsdge, becn anapted. As a consequence,
this project, pacticularly If successful, will set 2 dangerous precedent of uswog habitat
roanspulation practices to create writficial habitats to ad in the recovery of listad species. Thus,
wnstend of refying on the cstabhahmem of criticad habitat, preparation of conservation
agreements, ar sunilar stratogres ta protect and prescrve the habnat of a listed species, recovery
mxy be achicved in the future without such potentially controversial decisions by cngaging n
habitat mampulation to maximize the munbet of dividuals from 2 histed specics who can coast
on the smallest prece of habitat possible,

The precedent, good or bad, which may be established 1f the proposed project 1s
tmplemented and successful must be evatunted in an EIS, It 13 imperative that he agencies and
the public understand the potential precedant of ths project and if or how it may inpact other
recovery efforts in order to prepare substantive and informed comment on the prapasal.

iy Annther measure of significance 13 “[wihsther the action 19 related 1o ather actions wh
! individunlly imsignificant tan cumulatively significant impacts.” 40 C FR. § 1508 27(b)(7). We

3 The BLM must address or acknowledge Mr Broyles 1995 work, (Broyles, Wm ,
Desert Wildlife Water Devolopment® ring Use in the Sombwest, Wildhfe Socicty
Bulletm 1995, 23(3): 663-675) Grven the relevance of that study to the discussion of unpacts of
water developments yroposcd here, the agency's fulure to cite that atticle is astomshmg
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sgree with Defenders of Wildlife and others that cumulative mpact onnlysis in the DEA 13
inadequate. The BLM has clected to simply hst some of the u:th"ines which oceur on the range
but fuiled 10 yubject the litany of agency activitica to cumulative impact soalysts, A curmulanve
{mpnct, a9 defined by NEPA, fs “the iopact on the environment which results from the
eremental topact of the action when added w other past, present, and reasonably forescenble
finure sctions segardless of what ageney (Fedcral or non-Federal) or person undertukes :mc‘h
other actions” 40 C.F.R. §1508.7. Providing » sufficient curmlative mmpuct analys:s is critica)
w0 alding the pubilic and decision-makers in understanding the full range of intpacta assocuted

with the proposcd project.

A praper analyyis of the cursulative impaets of the proposed action would conuder the
impacts of the action in relationship to other paxt, present, und farcsceable fiturs actsvities on the
tenge which may inpact the propgborn. The agencics should evaluate the mpact of foragg plots
on pronghom mortahty in relition to other range activities that influence pronghorn mortality.
Similarly, the poteatial disturbance associnted with the propozed project should have beea
amlyzed in light of existing disturbancs factors assocmted with agency or public use of the

fange.

Federal caselaw makes clear that more than a mere list is required, In Neighbors of
i nited St jee, 137 F.3d 1372, 1379 (5" Cir, 1998), the Ninth

Qu
Circuit fiurther held that:

[i]n szcord with NEPA, [ federal agency] must ‘consider’ cumulative impects.
40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(c). To ‘consider’ cummulntive effeets, some quantified or
detuiled information i3 required. Without such inforrantion, neither the courts
nor the public, in reviewing the {agency®s] decisiony, can be assured that the
[agenty) provided the hard Iook that it &8 sequired to provide.

Emphasis added. BLM has provided no such quantified or detailed information on the
curmulgtive impacts to the public in the presert case. Thuy, neither the courts not the public can
be assured that BLM has provided the hard ook which NEPA requires ot 1o provide. Since
“[g)encral statements about *possible’ effccts and “some nisk” do not constztute a “hard look!
absem a justification regerding wity more definitsve information could not be provided.” the
BLM has not sansficd NEPA regarding the curnlative smpacts analysss. [d.

In regurd to firturo activities, the agencies have to consider, at 8 minimim, the potentil
development of additional forage plots and the need to radiocollar additional prongharn i their

cusmtlative impact apalysis,

In addition, the DEA contains no mention of at lcast two ongoing activities and ons
proposed nctiom which, together with the propased ection, may have cummibutive umpacts on
pronghorn or other resources. First, the BLM s now uodertaking an analyss of the
transportation system on the BMGR. It is quite possible that some of the munes off af which the
forage plots will be constructod, or which are imended for nse to bl water, would otherwise be
closed to al] uses and rovegetated were it not for this project  Thus, one of the unpacts of this
project iy be ta prejudice the decision as to which travel routes wall cemats open. The BLM
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and other sgenrics must therefore exsrung the patential impact of the proposed achon on the
(ransportation system,

5 Second, the DEA contains o memion of e focation of the proposed forage
enhancement plots m relation to ongoing muntary sctivities, paricularly milntary touning coutes
(MTRs), It is passible that some of these plots may be located directly under or sdjacent to
MTHRs used for extreme Jow-level (helicopter dawn to 50° above ground leve (AGL), fixed wing
down to 200° AGL) or mapersonic Might. These types of overflights gensrate the most aatse, the
most surpnse, and thus the most potential disturbance 1o Sonoran pronghom. Any subsequently
prepared NEPA document must disclose the Jocation of the forage enhuncement plots in relation
to ongomg nnd proposed pulary aw and ground activities. We tughly recommend that BLM
provide maps displaying the location of these activities, It would indeed be unfortunate if the
forage plots ended up luring Sonoran pronghom to areas where they wera most disturbed by

milzary operations,

o Thid, the DEA cortains no mention of the extent to which the Border Patrol or other law
caforceneny agencies use the routes off of which the forage plats wall be constcted. Any
subsequently prepared NEPA document smist address this potential cumulative impact, snd mrst
disclosc the the pupose, nature and extent of law enforcement uso of the routes,

In addrtion, HLM discussos in passing, bit never analyzes the impacts of, a connected
action which iz a major rationale for, ind which would likely follow the succeys (it any) of, the
propozed action. BLM proposes that these forage enhancoment plots will contmus for a decade
ot more, untl other populations of 8 pronghani are establishied through transplantation.
Ses DEA at § and footoota 2, above. Yet, the DA contang absolutely no discusson of how,
when, or whare these populatioms will be estabhished. In any subsequently preparod NEPA
docnment, a full analysis of the impacts of transplanting Sonoran pronghorn must be discussed.
At a minunnm, the vansplantation of Sonoren pranghorn has patenual curnnlative unpacts hat
BLM must disclose in any subsequently prepared NEPA document.

Fnally, the AGFD and BLM have, with respect to artfictally provided water, begun to

7

18 | wrgue that such provided water cannot ever be climinsied bocatna 1llegal alicns have come to

depend on such warer for survival BLM tmst therefore anzlyze the cumulative stpact of illegal
alica usc of the arca, and the extent to which aliens may come to rely on the water,

ML Some Questions sbout Provided Water.

In its draft analysis of the Goldwater Eagt Habitat Management Plan, the RLM argued
that a buge mumber of new anificiel water developments were needed because centain ungulates
had come to depend on thera for survival. BEM must therefore address 1n any subsequently
prepared NEPA decumend the extent to which the proposed action may result in the cyeation of 2

14 | subpopulation of Sonoran pronghom who come to depend so beavily on the eabance forage plots
at cenain time of the yrar that they too will come to depend on those artificial babitats and may
be unable to survive without them, even f transported to other areas
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IV.  Response to Comments and Natification of Appenl Rights.
We urge BLM to include in any subsequently prepared NEPA document the follownng:

1. A detailed responsc to cach comment submitted by tha public. This will cnahle
the public 1o determme how and why BIM modifled its NEPA document to
20 address public mpnt, In particular, TWS believes thot Mr, Broyles, DOW, and
Mr, Gunn in thelr comments all ruse significant questions and concerns that BEM
must address publicly before: it can proceed with any sdditional NEPA
compliance, let alone any action.

2, 4! {Natification of the public's cight to protest, appeal, or litigate the proposed action.
This will ensure thet members of the public understand thetr rights to challenge
thus proposal if BLM fails to modify i to conform with law, scienre and common

sense.
V. Other Corments,

Why is FWS not mentioned es pmt of the Sonoran Proaghom recavery Implementation
22 | Team (DEA 8t 3)? Why aren’t the NGOs who were invited to patticipate? Have they been
kicked off?

The DEA at 3 mentions the Holowll Tack as a previous attempd to provide artificial
water for pronghom. Did o work? Ifit dud (or didn't), why (or why not)? If the apericies are
33 | mvolved in experiments on the BMGOR that result m no useful data, why are they forgmmg ahead
with apother onc’

/ Arcthe 14 plots identified in the DEA the anly possible locations for the construction of
24 | food plots? Why is the mugic mimber 14 (iustend of 13, or 10}7 And of there are 14 other places
food plots could be constructed, why not consider that a3 a0 alternative?

The DEA st 5 Indjcates that all of the construction, rond use, campmg, ¢1c., peceasary for
the construction and monstoring of these plots will occur "near the wreas pronghom are unng *
a5 | What will be the fmpact of ail this activity whilc Savoran pronghor ere near? Why wil! the
BLM sttempt habitat manipulation in areas the Sonoran pronghom already seem to be nang
(indicmting they may have a special values for the animals)?

Will monrtormg results be published? How ofien? Will they be reviewed by the agency
periodically? How oficn will such a revicw ocour so thet the agency will be forced at one tune
or another 0 reach & conclusion a3 to whether the plots are achieving thetr predicted goals or
not?

N

&
o What, exactly, are the meagures of success o faslure for this proposed action? While
some Types of measurcments and analyms are dismuased in Appendix A, no diseussed s provuded
3 to what kvel thoze parameters must achieve befbre succesy or failure 13 schieved  The public
and the agencies thas have no tdea how success or failure will be determuned. Nov doea the
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b study protocol Indicate how confounding factors (weather, predation in other ureds, othar fuctors
> affecting SPH survival at other Incations) will be sarted out o that the troe impact (if any) of

these plots can be determmed.

Does the BLM or other federal agency hold any rights ta remove groundwater from the
an l aquifer (NDEA at 8)7 13 a state process or pernyt required before drlhing can begmn?

Why does the EA comtain virtually NO site-speeific dnta sbout each of the plats? Eachof
these greas 18 different, unigoe, and for the ot part natural, and the naturalness will be
dograded by thess actions. At a minimuen, we suggest that BLM provale scveral photos of the
arces 50 that the public may have some infocmation about the values that wiil be lost under the

proposed action.

The discussion of artificially provided water (DEA ot 14) fatls to eite of address

24 | edequately mformation concerming the detnmental timpacts of the same as disclosed 1n Broyles
1995 articlc (as discussed above) Any subsequently prepared NEPA document must address the
study and the jssues it raises

Despite the fact that European honeybecs “arg already well sstablished in southwesterm
Arizons," DBA at 14, will this project benefit such bees? What is the impact of flurther
30 | bensfiung European honsybees at the expense of nanve pollinators? The DEA camtamns no
drecunsion of such mpacts

28

The DEA indicates that no construction will take place in wildernesa. However, given
thet BLM has fuled to inventory the Goldwater Range for wilderness under Section 603{c) of
FLPMA, that canchision 15 pot & surpmse, However, this prpect may destroy some of the pateral

31 | vatues of ROADLESS arcas., As noted sbove, BLM is now engaged m an invertory which may
result i the etimlnation from the transportation system of cxsting routcs, includmg, potentally,
those off of which soroe of the forage ploss will be construcied. BLIM must address those bsues

in any subsequently prepared NEPA document,
CONCLUSION,

TWS opposes the implementation of this project 89 eurrently concelved  Before 2 projyect
of this magnmude with woproven and potenually significant pegative environmental {rapacty 15
undertaken, TWS urges the BLM to,

()  anslyzo and adopt 4 much more madest study to determune TF artificial babatat

mawpulation CAN result m the successful growth of addional forupe palatable
1o Sanoran pronghom antelope; and

(t)  then and only then CONSIDER the implementation of a mofe smbilous
experiment after the preparation of 20 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

STATEMENT,
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mont. }f you have any questions in this matrer,

Thapk you for this opportunity to com! 1
please contact me at 303-444-1188 %213, or Ma. Pamsla Enton of The Wilderness Saciety at
303-650-5818 x103

S )
Em o skd] Staff Attomney
Land & Wafer Fund of the Rockies
2260 Baseline Road, Suite 200
Boulder, CO 50302
(303) 444-1188 %213

Attorney for  The Wildcrmess Society

Cs:  Bill Brayles, FOCP

Chandra Rosenthal, Defenders of Wildlife
Michael Taylor, BLM, Phoenix Ficld Office

Ren Lohoeffener, FWS, Southwest Region

Don Tiller, Refuge Mamger, Cabezn Pnieta NWR
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Telephune 202 681 9400
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hup /7 sas neienders org

March 23, 2000 FECTivioverr, oo
Ms Gatl Acheson
Yuma Field Office Manger . R
2555 E Gila Ridge Road -
Yuma, Anzona 85365-2240

Dear Ms Acheson:

QOn behalf of the 380,000 members of Defenders of Wildl:ts
(Defenders), melud..ig 7,000 members who restde tn Anzona, [ submat the
following comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) for the
Sonoran Prongham Habitat Forage Enhancement Project /EA-A7-050-99-

045)

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) specifies that agencies must do
everything in thetr power to recover federally listed species  This mandate,
however, was not intended to allow agencies to forgo the implementation of
med and proven recovery strategies in favor of more radical, untested, and
potennally dangerous strategies which may be more palatable to the interests
of the agenctes. In this case, pronghorn recovery will only be achieved (f
there 15 sufficient habitat subject to mimmal human disturhance avatlable to
the amirnals, While, 1n an 1deal world, setting aside the Goldwater range tn its
entirety as a permanent sanctuary for pronghom would be preferable,
Defenders has never advocated this approach to pronghom recovery Rather,
Defenders has advacated a substanual modification of human use of the range
including mulitary use, to provide increased protection 1o pronghom and their
habutat, parucularly dunng the spring and summer months which are so
cnitical to pronghorn fawns

Defenders 1s concerned, however, that the proposed recovery strategy
15 supported by certain agencies because they are more concemed about
convenience than true recovery These particular agencies have demonstrated
little interest 1n 1mplementing substantive changes 1n their land use
management practices to help recover the pronghorn  Instead the agencies
prefer to support altemate strategles -- like the current proposal «- which
contain a number of unknown nisks, b which are perceived as potentiatly
permitting the agencies to continue to manage the range without substantive
change Furthenmore, Defenders believes that the mihiary agencies are
supportve of the current proposal pnimanly because forage plots, 1f
suceesstul, will shortstop pronghom reducing thewr occupation of milntary
target areas thereby increasing the avatlability of these sites for trawning

exerclses



Additional detail 1s required 1n the DEA 1o ensure that the public understands the
! proposal and can prepare substantive comments on the environmental impacts of the praposed
actton Furthermore, the range of alternatives offered should be expanded to reflect 2 reasonable
2 I range of altematves as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Finally, the
analysts of environmental impacts should also be more detailed as the DEA fails to consider
many of the direct, indirect, and cumulauve tmpacts inherent to the proposed project -- iImpacts
which may cause greater harm to the Sonoran pronghom compared to the no-action alternative

Defenders encourages the agencies to take a more cautious and methodical approach to
study the details and impacts of 2 imited number of forage plots before possibly expanding the
forage plot network as proposed in the DEA  To facilitate this approach, Defenders supports a
himtted version of the proposal outhined in the DEA as summanzed as follows

A. Construct and operate a forage enhancement plot outside of pronghom habutat on
the Goldwater Range, The purpose of this plot is to gather the details associated with the
constructton and operation of the plots (1e,, cost, personnel requirements, time, amount of
disturbance) and to determine whether watening the desert will succeed in producing an
appropriate quahity' and quanuty ot‘ forage This experimental plot may have to be operated for
an ennire year so that the agencies ban ascertain the effecuveness of the plot dunng different

seasons.

B. Depending on the information obtamned from the single expenmental plot, the
agencies should erther terminate the project or, pending appropnate environmental tmpact
analysis in a |egally sufficient Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement,
proceed with the development of additional enhancement plots within pronghorn habitat
Additional NEPA compliance 15 essential prior to any additional plot development to report the
results of the single plot experiment to the public and to provide the public with an opportumty
to understand and comment on the full range of impacts associated with forage plot development

C. The forage plots should be developed at those sites where tradimonal Tohono
0Q'odham farming methods ¢an be utihzed to create forage plots while minimizing environmental
o impacts These plots should only be used dunng those years when severs drought condttions
exist. Other techniques, as disclosed tn the DEA, could also be used if successtul in the single
expenmental plot and pending environmental impact analysis

D. The agencies’ desire to create food plots for the pronghorn 15 part of a continuing
effort to manipulate the desert environment fo make 1t more habitable and productive for a wide
vanety of ammals. In the past, these manipblattons have been 1n the form of artifictal water
sources There s little conclusive evidence, however, that artificial waters are needed by or

'"Defenders is concemed about the quality of the water that the agencies propose to use 10
5 | water the forage plots. Consequently, the pilot plot analysis must include chemical analysis of
the forage produced on the plot to determine whether 11 contatns dangerous levels of pesticides,
heavy metals, or other potennally toxic compounds

2

benefit desert wildlife (Broyles 1995), including pronghom, and pronghorn use of these facilitics
G |is neghgible Even the Anzona Game and Fish Department, a long-time proponent of artificial
waters, concede that, due to study hmiations, “knowledge of wildlife water development effects
rests on a shakv foundation ” (Rosenstock et al, 1999) Even if there were conclusive evidence
that artificial waters benefit wildhife, there remains a fundamental question of whether the
manipulation of the natural environment 1s acceptable Indeed, the DEA 1tself states that the case
for artificial water developments 1s not proven  Defenders does not support the construcuon of

arficial water developments at the food plot sites

Furthermore, it 15 essential that the agencies conttnue to 1dentify and implement changes
to their own land and activity management practices 10 benefit the pronehom

1. The DEA must consider alternative strategies to recover the pronghorn.

9 The tone of the DEA suggests that the agencies believe that this project is the only
legiimate means of recovening the population. However, for years, Detenders has advocated for
reasonable changes 1in the management practices of the agencies, particularly the military and
BLM, to benefit the pronghom with only limited success

Defenders 1s concerned that the proposed project will be used as an excuse by the
agenctes to resist any additional changes to their management of the lands and activiues under
therr junsdicion While this may not be the intent of the agencies supporting the DEA, there 1s
not a single statement m the DEA to suggest that the agencies are considening and will conunue
1o consider other land management changes to aid pronghorn recovery  The reahity 1s that there
13 an abundanee of mansgement actions that each of the agencies could implement tmmediately

to benefit the pronghom.

The BLM, for example, should retire the cartle allotments within the range of the
pronghorn and remove all fences, Not only 1s this habitat not ecologically conducive 1o cartle
grazing, but the miles of fences intended to contain cattle have hikely prevented pranghorn from
using all potennal rangeland Though many of the fences have been modified to be pronghom
friendly, there 1s no evidence that the pronghom are aware of these modifications. Ifthe
pronghom have leamned that these fences have listoncally been a barmer to movement, it 1s
unclear that the modification of a single wire will suddenly tngger pronghom movements into

these previously off-limit lands

The military agencies, particularly the Air Force and Manne Corps, should immediately
cease all activities on S-Tac and N-Tac from February through June which ¢ncompasses the
pronghom fawning penod and the first several months of a fawn's life  This closure must apply
to all activinies -- aenal and ground-based -- to effectively create a sanctuary for pronghoms
dunng this cnucal penod of the year Even supposing that the changes imposed to date by the
Aur Force on the tactical ranges -- namely the implementation of a monitonng program -- have
benefited the pronghorn, this program 1s only as good as the number and shill of the observers
and 1t does not provide far the level of protection required by the pronghom  Furthermare, while
the mihtary may claim that low-level supersonic jet overflights do not have adverse impacts on
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the pranghom. a claim that has yet to be proven, bombing and strafing acttvities, helicopter use
of the tactteal ranges by the National Guard, and the myrad of ground based activities (1,
ordinance ¢lean-up, target establishment and repatr, contractor activities, and research activities)
continue to represent a direct and ndirect threat to the well-being of the pronghom !

In addition to implementing actions beneficial to pronghorn recovery, the agencies must
not permit actions inconsistent with pronghorn recovery. Road construction, expansion, or
improvement (1.e , paving) should not be permitted within existing or potential pronghom
habitat The proposed expansion of highway 85, particularly within the Organ Pipe Cactus
National Monument must not be permitted, Increasing speed himts for vehicles on pnmary and
secondary roads should also be opposed since this increases the nsk of automobile/animal
accidents for pronghom and other wildlife,

Finally, all of the agencies which have jurisdiction over human use of the range should
establish additional restnclions on when, where, and how the public can use the range  if an
effective sanctuary 1s 10 be estabhshed for the pronghorn, paricularly between February and
June, human access to that land must be tightly controlled and restnicted to mintmize potential

distutbance events.

If these and other reasonable changes were made to current management practices, yet
pronghorn recruitment and numbers declined, then at that point there may be more ment to, and
support for, the forage plot proposal If the agenctes intend to implement additional management
changes to aid pronghom recovery as a supplement to the forage plot progect, then the DEA
should contamn a chscussion of what additional management changes are being considered In
addition, the agencies should explain why the implementation of these changes should not
precede the proposed construction of forage plots to determune 1f the latter, far more controversial

effort, 1s even necessary.

2. The agencies should establish a test plot to gather the information necessary to
provide sufficient detail about the proposed project to permtt informed public
comment.

The DEA claims that 1f the proposed project 1s not implemented “opportunities to
improve habitat and recover the Sonoran pronghom would be foregone ¥ DEA at 8 There 1s no
question that the Sonoran pronghom 1s endangered, but to infer that this action 1s the last and
only hope for recovery 1s misleading and demonstrates the agencies’ unwillingness to examine
thetr own actions. [ndeed, 1f the no acnon plternative were selected, 1t would not prevent ather
Important recovery strategtes from being implemented.

'Remarkably, Army Air National Guard helicopter traming west of [-85, has apparently
never been subject to review pursuant to either the NEPA or the ESA
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Indeed, the Air Force Biological Opimon which first contemplates the enhancement of
forage production through supplemental watering calls far a test plot outside of pronghom
habtat

As a first step, a sertes of treatments and contrals would be laid our at a lacation
outside the current known range of the pronghorn but within the BMGR [Barry
Goldwater Range] The objective of the preliminary study would be to idenufy
the most cost effective and reliable means for enhancing forage vegetaton for
pronghorn  Once the best techniques or comhmation of techniques have been
determined, thev would be employed at locanions within the BMGR to be
determined by the CWG [Recovery Team)

Revised Brological Opinion for the Sonoran Pronghorm, 6/12/97, p 43

Defenders realizes that 1115 imperattve to take action to promote species recovery hefore
the species declines to such a small size that recovery 1s not passible  However, we support a
slower, more conservauve approach to this particular project because of the significant
uncertamties assoctated with its implementation  Defenders 1s not suggesting that the agencies
do nothing to promote pronghorn recovery Rather, the agencies should concentrate on those
recovery strategies that each can implement tmmediately (Le, changes in land use practices)
while the forage plot proposal 1s subject to testing and further evaluatnon

The DEA does not provide sufficient detail about many aspects of the proposed action tc
permit informed and substantive public comment While the DEA reports that plot preparation
may take 3-4 days and 1s likely 10 mmvolve camping near the site, the DEA does not specify how
many people and what type of equipment will be required to construct each site Given the
fragility of the desert ecosystem and the sensitivity of the pronghom to ground-based disturbanc
m particular, the number of people and equipment needed at each site will indisputably aftect tt
environmental impacts associated with plot construction,

Simularly, though the proposed praject includes a number of different activities associat
with each plot location (1.2, plot construction, vegetation samphing, ranfall gauge monitonng,
water deliveries, equipment repatr, pronghormn observation, and predator/predation monitonng),
the DEA contains no analysts of the amount of human activity at each forage plot on a daily,
weekly, or monthly basis Considenng that existing uses of the range (1Le, military use, researc
activities, recreattonal access) may be excessive and adverse to the pronghorn, substantially
increasing the acuvity level would appear to be antithetical to pronghorn recovery

The descniption of the forage plots and their specific treatments also require more detail
The DEA, for example, reports that *some enhancement of forage conditions will be required
durtng years of low ramfail,” DEA at 5, yet there ts no nformation about what consuiutes low
ramfall It1s unclear if a “low rainfall” determination will be based on the amount of winter
rams, summer rams, or a combination of the two  Since the long-term environmenial impacts ¢
the project are dependent on the frequency with which forage plots are active, defining “low
rainfall” and companng that amount to historical rainfall data to determine how frequently tora
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plots may be used is essential if the public is to understand the potential overall environmental
impacts of the project

IZ_,

Similarly, while the agencies contend that the forage plot project will be termnated 1f the
plots do not produce sufficient forage or if the pronghorn do not use the plots, the agencies
{3 [should provide measurable critena to make these determmations, Such cnrera must be
established and reported to the public so that there 15 some concrete basis for determining the
furure use of forage plots 1f the agencies elect, despite the evidence 1n this letter, to implement

the project,

The proposed project also involves the buming of creosote to create a more open habitat
condiion on forage plots to benefit predator detection by pronghorn  The DEA fatls to disclose
the existing density of creosote on each plot and what amount of creosote will he destroyed

14 within each area. Creosote represents potential habitat for a number of desert species and, thus,
its destruction will result in environmental impacts which are not disclosed or discussed 1n the

DEA

Finally, the DEA proposes to seed forage plots to stimulate the production of a vanety of
desert annuals and perenntals, While the agenctes intend to use a seed source as free of weeds as
15 possible, the DEA provides no evidence that the species represented 1n the seed mix actually
grow on the forage plots  While all of the species in the seed mix may be found in the Sonoran
desert, certain spectes may not grow 1n certain places due to a number of factors  Introducing
these species into a previously unoccupied area could result in a change n the floral assemblsge

and desert ecology on and beyond the forage plots,

Given the controversy and significant impacts associated with the proposed project, 1t 13
paricularly important that the agencies provide such detatl to the public To do so, Defenders
recommends that the agencies construct and operate of a test plot outside of pronghom habitat
This plot, which should incorporate all of the activities proposed in the preferred altermative 1 e,
dnip imgation, creosote burming, water delivenes, vegetation sampling, howhng surveys, et ),
wil] reveal many of the details associated with plot development, including whether the plots will
produce abundant forage, which can be ascertained and used 1n subsequent environmental

analysis
3. The DEA must evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require agencies to “identify and assess
I& | the reasonable alternatives to proposed actionsthat will avoid or mimimize adverse effects ot
these actions upon the quality of the human environment " 40 C F.R. §1500 2(e)

The three alternatives offered in the DEA fail to encompass a reasonable range of
alternatives  As wnitten, the DEA offers two altematives which call for the construction of 14
forage plots with different watering regimes and a no-action alternative There are many other
reasonable alternatives, as identified below, which should be considered by the agencies

I A
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A Creosote burning.

The burning of creosote 15 part and parcel of Altermatives A (preferved alternauve) and [
in the DEA Instead of combiming this strategy with forage enhancement and aruficial water
development, the agencies should constder an alternanive which emphasizes creosote burming
alone as a recovery strategy  Creosote usurps a substantial amount of water preventing s use b
other desert plants  In addition, creosote, depending on its density, creates a less-open habitat
which may facilitate predation of pronghorn By destroying creosote, the agencies intend to
create open habitat to potentially reduce the nsk of predation on pronghom and to free up rainfa
and groundwater for use by other desert plants

Creosote burning alone, therefore, provides the potential benefits of increased protection
from predators and enhanced forage production while avoiding or minimizing certain potential
adverse impacts (Le, disturbance, disease transmission, economtc costs, and personnel needs)
associated with the preferred alternanve This altemative 15 not without potennal impact Not
onfy wiil there remain a nisk of predation, including a potential increase in nsk if farage
production changes small mammal density and distnbution, but the destruction of crensote will
remove potential forage and/or habitat for certain species By avoiding the need for well
drilling, water delivery, vegetation samphng, predanon surveys, and other activities mnherent 1o
the proposed project, this option 1s stmpler, less expensive, and less disturbing to both the
pronghom and the desert environment compared to the preferred alternative

B Forage Plots Without Free-standing Water*

The agencies considered but rejected this alternative claiming that free water assists
pronghom in digesting high-protein forage DEA at 9. No citation or other support 1s provided
to substanniate this clasm  While pronghom tn less and habitats may have a greater need for
water, the adaptation of the Sonoran pronghom to the Sonoran desert habitat suggests that free-
standing water 1s not cntical to the survival of the amimals  Unless the agencies can provide
accurate and compeliing evidence that Sonoran pronghom require free-standing water (o survive
a forage-plot-only alternative should be subject to more serious consideration

C Antificial Feed-

If forage 1s the hmiting factor for pronghorm, the agencies should consider using
supplemental artifictal feed as one of the alternatives, Food pellets would have a different rype
of impact than watenng that may prave to be less altenng to the environment and less disturbing
to the pronghom  Many of the potential disadvantages associated with watering the desert coule
be avorded, Impacts like numerous, successive trips to water the ground, use of waler,
installation of a semi-permanent structure - dnp 1mgation tubes, and the possible growth of
mvasive species would be ehminated  An arificial feed alternauve at a muimimum, should
consider the impacts of the possihihity of domestication ot pronghom and the impacts ot artifica

feed on associated waldlife
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D Land Use Management-

As previously stated, there are a number of existing threats to the survival and viabiluy of
the pronghorn which can be reduced and/or mutigated if the agencies would alter existing land
use practices. Unfortunately, no agency has substantively altered 1ts land use practices to
enhance pronghom recovery efforts  This alternative would desenbe and assess the impacts of
all of the potential land use changes which can be implemented by the agencies immedsately to
facilitate pronghom recovery

E Tradittonal Methods:

Instead of implementing an action that will require, depending on the particular plot,
discing, drtp trgation tnstallation, water delivery, arnficial water facility construction, creosote
burning, and other activities, this alternative would use only tradition Tohono-0odham farming
techniques on a smaller number of plots 1 appropnate areas to enhance forage production
While this techmique involves the mampulation of the environment, the manipulation 1s
accomplished in a less intrusive manner and the short and long-term disturbances associated with
this alternative are much less than the preferred altemauve This method ts particularly
appropriate in bajada and wash habitats where diversions can be created to slow or stop water
mavement thereby increasing forage abundance. Considenng that pronghom tend to use bajada
and foothi}} habitats more frequently 1n the summet, when climatic conditions are most harsh, the
modification of such habitats using traditional techniques would provide additional forage when
it would be potenually most beneficial to the pronghom

F. Cholla planting*

, In the past, the agencies have suggested that chamn fruit cholla was a entical food for the
pronghom both for forage and for water (See, Final Revised Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Plan
at 19). It has been postulated that the {ack of fawn access to the frunts of the mature cholla have
adversely impacted their survtval and recruttment. Despite the apparent importance of cholla to

* the pronghorn, the agencies have failed to include an alternative 1n the DEA which proposes the

seeding of cholla in areas appropnate for such plants,

This suggested long-term altemative calls for cholla planting mstead of the proposed
forage and water enhancement efforts By eventually enhancing cholla abundance on the range,
more succulent cholla fruits would be available to pronghom adults and fawns potentially
stimulating increased fawn survival and recrpitment, This altermative would be preferable 1o the
proposed action because 1t 15 sumpler, less costly, and 1nvolves far less disturbance to the
pronghorn and the desert environment and should be constdered an additional altenative

4. The DEA should be supplemented to properly evaluate the environmental impacts
of the proposed project.

The environmental impact analysis section of any environmental document 1s intended to
provide the public with an accurate evaluation of the environmental consequences of the
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preferred action and any altematves The mformation used 15 supposed to be of high quality
the analysis 1s supposed to be accurate In this case, the agencies have failed to evaluate man
the environmental cansequences associated with the proposed project A summary of many ¢
the 1s5ues which were not evaluated or not properly evaluated 15 provided below

A Predatton.

The DEA suggests that the forage plots/water developments are not hkely to impact
predator/prey dynamucs or the risk of pronghom predation because predators found in the
Sonoran desert are not beheved to be dependent on water  This claim, however, 1s not suppar
by the scientific literature  As reported by Rosenstock et al, (1999), there 1s evidence that wa

, developments attract mammaltan predators The observation of predators and their sign were
greater at water developments compared to unwatered control sites (Schrmdt and DeStefano,
1996) More specifically, Cutler (1996) observed 6 predator species, including coyotes, bobe
and mountain lions at water developments in Anzona The DEA fails to disclose or discuss th
evidence

Even if predators were not dependent on water, this does not eliminate the potential
impact of the proposed forage and water developments on pronghorn and other amimals  1f the
torage plots result in an abundance of forage, the density and distrtbution of small and large
mammals may increase  As predators rely on mammals for a major portion of their diet, an

_increase in small and/or large mammal density on and around forage enhancement plots will
mdisputably impact predator acttvities, The DEA, however, limts its analysis of predator
impacts to water developments and fals to even consider how forage enhancement plots, 1f
successful, may alter predator/prey dymamics, If, as 1s expected, predator numbers will inereas
near forage enhancemeant plots in order to take advantage of an increase in the density of small
mammals, large mammals, including the pronghom, will be at an increased nisk of predation

Furthermore, the agencies propose to destroy creosote to ereate more open habitat to
provide pronghom with an increased opportunity to detect predatars while using the plots Th
strategy may reduce predation nsk on a portion of the experimental plots, but if predator dens

" mereases as a result of forage enhancement impacts on mammal densities, the predation nsh fi
pronghomn entering and exiting the plots -- since these areas will not be manipulated -- will be
higher than 1f no mamipulation occurred  Moreover, since creosote will only be thinned near
roads to preserve the visual charactenstics of the area and since the area near the road 15 the or
arca that will be regularly watered, the nisk of predation where the forage 15 to be enhanced wi
be higher than 1f no mantpulanon oceurs

B. Disease

For decades, the Anzona Game and Fish Department and federal agencies have activel
promoted the construction of artificial water develapments in and landscapes to allegedly ben
wildlife These developments have been based on the assumption that water 1s hmitmg 1n and
landscapes, and that by providing water, wildiife will benefit More recently, this assumption
has come under ncreased scrutiny (Broyles 1995, Attachment 1, Brown 1998, Broyles 1998)
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Furthermore, current evidence suggests that artifictal water developments are not beneficial to all
spectes (Rosenstock et al , 1999, Broyles 1995) and that ecological effects of water developments
are poorly understood (Rosenstock et al , 1999)

The scientific hiterature does nat pravide compelling evidence to suggest that the Sonoran
pronghom requires free-standing water to survive  While other pronghom populations may have
a demonstrable need for free-standing water, they have not evolved n a landscape as harsh as the
Sonaran pronghom  The mere fact that Sonoran pronghomn have been observed dnnking from
bomb craters or from natural or artifictal water developments does not constitute proof that
pronghorn require water for survival, More than likely, the Sonoran pronghom 15 opportunistic
n 1ts use of free-standing water -- using the water 1f available but not requiring the water for
survival, Considering that more than 129 natural and artifictal water sources exist within the
western portton of the Goldwater Range and the Cabeza Prieta Nanonal Wildlife Refuge, many
of which occur in pronghom habatat, if free-standing water were crucial for pronghormn survival
then one would expect that the population should be larger than 1ts current size

Indeed, as the scientific evidence mdicates, the proliferanon of artificial water
developments may be doing more harm than good to the Sonoran pronghom as a result of
increased predation, increased compeution, and intra and inter-spectfic disease transmission )

The role of artificial waters in disease transmission 1s both direct and indirect  Direct
threats include amimal consumption of contaminated or otherwise harmful water which cun result
i disease and death  While the loss of onc or even several ammals from a stable, secure
population may not be of biological significance as suggested by Rosenstock et al (1999), the
loss of any ammal from a small population 1s of greater concern Thus, 1f amficial waters are to
be used by pronghom, then the agencics st implement measures or practices to routinely
check the quahty of the water and 1o clean and disinfect those facthties which are determined to

contain contaminated water *

Indirectly, aruficial waters provide habutat for arthropod vectors which facilitate disease
transmission between and among spectes  According to blood test results from blood samples
drawn from captured pronghom, these antmals have been exposed to leptospirosis, bluetongue
virus, and eprzootic hemorrhagic disease (See, Attachments 2-6) While it 1s unclear whether
these diseases have adversely impacted the Sonoran pronghom poputation, the evidence suggests
that adverse impacts are possible  For example, there 1s evidence 1n the hterature that both

M

! In zddition, according to many agney offictals, illegal aliens are aware of, and vse, the
artificial water holes to cross the desert  Such use may disturb and displace pranghom who may
be in the vicinity This should be considered n evaluaung the forage plot project

* The agencies’ claim that more artificial water developments will broaden the
distnbution of animals reducing the potential for disease transmission 1s wishtful thinking More
than likely, an increase in water developments will increase the spread of disease throughout the

affected area,
10

bluetongue virus and eprzootic hemorrhagic disease can cause martahity in pronghom
According to James DeVos of the Anzona Game and Fish Department, the high prevalence of
seropositive pronghomn coupled with fow nutritional status could have contmbuted to pronghom
mortahties (See, August 4, 1998 letter from DeVos to Donald Tiller; Attachment 2)
Furthermore, epizootic hemorrhagic disease may be causing reproductive problems, including
reduced productivity, 1n pronghorn even if there 1s no overt mortality (See, January 5, 1999 lette
from Dr. Lynn Creeckmore to Laura Thompson-Olais; Attachment 3). Hoff and Trainer report
that bluetongue virus and epizootic hemorrhagic disease have resulted tn significant eprzootics 1
pronghorn In addition, according to Dr Creekmore of the National Wildlife Health Center,
leptospirosis could be having an effect on fawn survival by causing abortion or birth of infected,

weak fawns

All three diseases are transmitted by arthropod vectors generally inhabiting moist areas
Since the majonty of the pronghom have likely been exposed to one or more of the diseases, this
suggests that suitable habitat exists for thess arthropod vectors on the range and that pronghom
and potentially other desert ungulates utihze these habitats  Given the conditions needed by the
arthropods to survive, existing artifictal and natural water sources hikely provide habitat for thes
arthropods New water developments wilf create new environments where these arthropods may
flounsh increasing the nsk of intra and 1nter-specific disease transmission to pronghom
Furthermore, the forage plots, because of the moist conditions and stnce ammals mav concentrat
at these sites, may also act as a reservorr for these arthropod vectors

Considenng exposure to these discases appear to be widespread in the pronghorn
population and that the impacts of these diseases on pronghom are potentially adverse,
exacerbating the sevenity of the disease threat by creating new habrtats for those species who
transmut these diseases 1s iresponsible and antithetical to pronghom recovery

C Disturbance

While the impact of low-level jet overflights on the pronghorn may be uncertain, there
should be no debate that ground based activities can result in substantal disturbance to
pronghorn displacing them from 1mportant and preferred habitats and increasing their energy
expenditures  These impacts, 1n turn, can lead to reduced productivity, mcreased susceptibihity t
disease (due to nutrition deficiencies), and death

In this case, the agencies concede that the construction of the forage/water plots and the
regular delivery of water to these plots wall result tn a temporary disturbance to pronghom *
Despite thus admission, the agencies have completely faled to consider all of the hikely

! Even 1f the agencies should elect to tmplement the proposed project, construction of
forage enhancement plots should be delayed unnl, at a minimum, fall  Construcung forage
enhancement plots dunng the spring will result in disturbance impacts dunng the pronghorn

birthing season
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disturbance factors associated with the proposed project and how that level of disturbance will
mpact the pronghorn over the short and long-term

As proposed, the project involves a substantial amount of human presence on and around
cach forage plot. In addition to delivering water, there will be routine inspections of the drp
umigation system, ramnfall gauge momtoring, fecal pellet collection, vegetation sampling,
systematic searches for pronghorn carcasses, predator howhng surveys, and aenal and ground
based pronghom observation. Indeed, the proposed project will substantially elevate the level of
human activity and, thus, the amount of distarbanee within pronghom habitat to the detriment of
pronghom in the vicinity of this activity. As a result, the forage plots which are intended to
attract and benefit pronghorn may not be subject to the expected leve! of use by the pronghom

If these disturbance factors persist indefinitely, the continual displacement of pronghomn
from 1mportant habirat and the increased energy loss causing by a repeated flight response 1o
ground-based disturbance may result m decreased production and increased mortality, Even the
current level of disturbance may be responsible, 1n part, for the low recruitment rate
demoanstrated over the past scveral years.

D, Pronghom Distribution:

The DEA calls for the placement of forage enhancement plots in areas used by
pronghom. If such plots are used by the pronghom this could alter the distribution, movement,
and habitat use patterns of pronghomn and other ungulates, The DEA, however, fatls to address
both of these potential impacts

Mulitary agencies are hoping that forage plots will effectively curtar! pronghom use of the
tactical ranges where their presence prevents certain military exercises  Some have clammed that
the natural migratory or wandenng behavior of the pronghom will overcome any attraction
caused by the forage enhancement plots, lessening the possibility of shortstopping the pronghorn
Whether this is true cannot be determined based on the available evidence  If forage plots
provide an abundance of food and 1f bedding/resting habitat 1s close by, pronghom may choose
to maximize their use of these arcas sinee all of their biological needs may be satisfied,

If forage enhancement plots alter distributton, movement, and habitat use patterns of the
pronghom and other ungulates, the consequences could be significant  Not only could the
overall range of the ammals decrease but an increase 1n ungulate density on and around forage
enhancement plots could impact predator/ppdy dynamics, increase the potential for tter and
intra-spectfic disease transmission, and intrease intra and inter-specific competition

4

‘Furthermore, by altering ungulate distnbution, this may result in tncreased human
activities, ncluding hunting, in those areas open to human use This may result n increased
disturbance and stress to the ammals, including the pronghorm, potentially resufung in
displacement.
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[n this case, both the proposed water developments and forage plots may attract other
ungulates to or near the experimental plots increasing competition between pronghomn and oth
spectes for forage and possibly water If pronghom are not aggressive competitors, they may |
receive the alleged benefits from the expenmental plots ntended by the agencies

22 E Precedent:

There 15 no precedent for the proposed action, While supplemental feeding of game
animals 15 a commen practice tn some states, the purposeful development of forage plots and
artificial water sources to aid n the recovery of a listed species has not ever been attempted
a consequence, this project, particularly 1f successful, will set a dangerous precedent of using
habttat mantpulation practices to create artificial habitats to aid in the recovery of listed specie
Thus, nstead of relying on the establishment of entical habitat, preparanon of conservation
agreements, or simular strategies to protect and preserve the habitat of a hsted spectes, recover
will be achueved without such potentially controversial decisions by engaging in habitat
manipulation to maximze the number of individuals from a histed species who can exist on the
smallest prece of habitat possible

The precedent, good or bad, which may be established 1f the proposed project 1s
implemented and successful must be evaluated tn an environmental document It 15 imperative
that the public understand the potential precedent of this project and 1f or how 1t may 1mpact
other recovery efforis in order to prepare substantive and informed comment on the proposal

23 F Desert ecology

Although the proposcd project calls for the intenstve manipulation of the desert to crea
habitat which the agencies believe will result in an increase in pronghom fawn recruitment, the
1s virtually no discussian of how the proposed project will impact desert ecology  This impact
unavoidable since the very intent of the project 1s to create floral oases 1n the midst of a harsh
desert landscape  Despite this obvious impact, the DEA contains no analysis of how the
proposed project may alter the ecology of the experimental sites and surrounding lands, includ
the potential changes in faunal and floral composition, nor does the DEA discuss the
environmental impacts of burming creosote to other specics who may use creosote as habitat
address these concerns the agencies should, at a minimum, subject the DEA to analysis by at
least two independent desert ecologists.

Y G. Soils*

Desert soils are incredibly fragile The cryptobione crust which protects desert soil 1s
easily damaged by human activities leading to increased potential for wind and water erosion
This, n turn, can result 1n the Joss of top sotl ulumately ehminating vegetation The destructy
of vegetation serves only to exacerbate these impacts since the root systerns of plants stabilize
the sotl  The proposed project involves a number of activities, including ereosote removal,
discing, water facility canstruction, and human activities, which will disturb the sail's crust,
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potentially causing adverse ecological impacts  The DEA should evaluate the potential impact of
the proposed project on the desert soils on and 1n the vicinity of the expenimental forage plots

H Cumulative impacts*

The curmulative impact analysis in the DEA should be expanded. The agencies have
elected to simply list some of the acuvities which occur on the range but failed to subject the
litany of agency activites to cumulative tmpact analysis A cumulative tmpact, as defined by
NEPA, is “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other acttons " 40 CF R
§1508.7. Providing a sufficient cumulative impact analysis 15 cntical to aiding the pubhe and
deciston-makers i understanding the full range of 1mpacts associated with the proposed project

A proper analysis of the cumulative impacts of the proposed action would consider the
impacts of the actton in relattonship to other past, present, and foreseeable future activittes on the
range which may mmpact the pronghom  The agencies should evaluate the impact of forage plots
on pronghorn mortality in relatton to other range activatzes that influence pronghom mortality
Smmlarly, the potential disturbance associated with the proposed project should have been
analyzed in light of existing disturbance factors associated with agency or public use of the

range.

In regard to future activitics, the agencies have to consider, at a mmimum, the potential
development of additional forage plots and the need to radiocollar additional pronghomn 1n their
cumulative impact analysis Considenng the agencies’ interest in establishing additional
pronghorn populations, should they proceed with the proposed project and 1f 1t 1s successful, 1t 1s
anticipated that the agencies may proposc the development of additional forage plots to expedite
pronghom recovery. If the agencies believe that this may oceur, the impact of such an action
must be considered in the cumulative imnpact analysis  In addition, considenng the agencies’
intent to monttor pronghom activities mn relation to the proposed forage plots, it 15 anticipated
that additional pronghorn may need to be collared to aid in this effort  1f this 1s the case, the
agencies must also consider the impacts of this aceivity n the context of a cumulative impact

analysis '

Conclusion

While few question the need to incrgase the number of Sonoran pronghom ta preserve
this endangered subspecies, the agencies appear to believe that the intennonal mampulation of
the desert environment to create forage enhancement plots and artificial water facthties for
pronghorn 1s the only and last strategy available to achieve recavery However, the agencies

"If the agencies determine that addittonal forage plots are necessary or that additiona
pronghorn need to be radiocollared, these activities would also have to be subject to imndependent
analysis in a legally sufficient NEPA document

14

have 1gnored or refused to consider other available options because they require hard decisions
with unavotdable impacts on current land use practices [orage enhancement, on the other hand,
15 far more palatable to the agencies because 1t suggests that recovery 15 underway even though
that recovery 1s artificial, may not work, and 1ts effects on the pronghorn are unknown {n
addition to moving forward with the forage enchancement, Defenders urges the agencies to
revigy their own management decistons 1o identify and implement land use management chanees
which can be made immediately to aid pronghormn recovery Defenders views forage
enchancement as only a short-term measure to improve fawn recruttment, but ulimately, for
long-term recovery of the pronghom, the agencies will have to make difficult land- management

dectsions

Defenders 1s commutted to the recovery of federallv listed threatened and endangered
spectes using respansible, ecalogically appropnate, and scientifically defensible recovery
strategtes  While Defenders believes that the proposed project has many areas that need further
explanation, 1t supports the implementation of a more cautious and methodical strategy as
descnibed above Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments on this important

management 1ssue,

Sincerely,

P g ‘/&—L’/
Mike Senatore
Legal Director

Chandra Rosenthal
Assoctate Counsel

Bill Broyles
Friends of Cabeza Pricta

cc John Hervent, Pronghomn Biologist, AGFD
Mike Coffeen, Consultation Biologist, USFWS
John Morgart, Pronghorn Recavery Team Leader, CPNWR



7 Cabeza
Prieta

P O Box 64940 Tucson Anzona 85728-4940 Email FoCabezal@aol com

22 March 2000

Dear Ms Gail Acheson. Susanna Henry, John Hervert, and Other Researchers.

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on your Sonoran Pronghorn Food Plot plan These
comments are made on behalf of and wath the help of the members of Friends of Cabeza Preta
Please keep us on your mailing list and allow us to comment of further drafts projects, and
plans These comments are made in the spirit of helping Sonoran pronghorn within their total
environment

Before vou build a flect of airplanes. 1t's best to fly one first and see 1f 1t works Similarly, we
think 1t best to farm for Sonoran pronghorn starung with a 2 acre plot instead of 2500 acres

Evervone 15 concerned about Sonoran pronghorn They're wondertul creatures real spirtts ot the
desert We wish them well, ,

But farminy for pronghorn”

1 « Of s1x plantsmen and botanists we spoke with, all are quite skeptical that this farming plan

will work. It's every fanmers’ dream; plow ground. throw out seeds water now and then. and wan

for the harvest But if farming were that easp! we'd all be situng on a tactor Desert gardeners

everywhere will be delighred if this works---tew of us can even get small plots ot desert seeds to !
tlourish. let alone acres of them 1n concert

2 IWc can't find any record of such large plots working Where have such plant plots worhed?

Desert plants--both annuals and perennials--have exacung but vaguely undersiood 1equirements
tor amount and tming of water. for soi} temperature and sunshine tor little understood soit
chemistry and sced genetics These are not Atnican daisies Maybe some of the Valley seedsmen
and eommercia) growers can shed some light on the feasihihty ot field growing nauve plants

Desert plants can be very frustrating to grow e¢ven when bought in nursery contatners The
experts tell me that spring bloonung annuals must sprout 1n the fall and are tnggered by a heavy
rain between September and December, The needs vary with each species The inggening rain
must be at least one inch and must coincide with a warm genunatton temperature Then regular
rains must tall every month unul the plants fintsh blooming Good years oceur only once a
decade on average. Frosts and the nutrition in the sotl from last vears' crop are strong factars, to
For more information. see Mark Dimmitt's chapter in 4 Natural History of the Sonoran Desert
(especially page 150) published 1999 by Arizona Sonora Desert Museum and UC Herkeley

Botamst Richard Felger, who has 35 vears of field expertence tn the Sonoran Desert, predicts th

3 project will cause 1reparable harm 10 an extensive region of fairly pnstine desert He tells us tha
this project opens an enormous door tor non-native invasive species many of which out-compet
natives He contends that these desert teedlots have little botantcal chance ot success, especially
if the nanve seeds 10 be used are not a compauble local genotvpe

We 100 have questions

4 1 A What plant species are vou promonng” Of the seeds in situ, which ones do vou hope your
5, watering atfects? What percentage of the pronghorn's diet do these species comprise?

B You propose to use a seed drill for planting To what depth will 1t be set” Conspecific seeds
usually are planted to an opumal depth, do vou plan to plant all species at the same depth? If so
how will that affect viability”? Or, tt hand-seeded. will the seeds be raked with soil cover? | know
{» | of na place tarmers just throw out seed and reap a sigmficant harvest Nature does 1t by
broadcasting hundreds of seeds for everv one which sprouts

C The EA states that this project 1s 0 ing to enhance and prolong winter annuals and spring-

greened perennials Spring annuals sprout and begin growing n the fall. will vou begin watering

them then? Spring annuals generallv succumb 1o the heat of late Apnl and May, are you sure you
can prolong them with supplementary watering into June and July? What plants do pronghom

7 , tawns traditionally refv on during the drv/hot ime between weaning and the summer monsoons

D Some of the plants on your sced list are spring annuais, some are summer annuals some are
perennial. and some don’t even grow here. Will you water these plots year-round? For example
on the Tevis (1958) study, how long did the etfect of a 2-inch watering last in a desert

? ) environment?

L Desent seeds are famous tor lingering 1n the soil for vears and then sprouting under the right

9 condittons Granivorous rodents and birds are commonly found in areas where seed production
has been low or non-extstent for several vears, because so manv seeds remain mn the ground frot

bountiful vears Have vou test watered anv plots or similar areas to see what mav come up

without seeding?

F The EA savs that where natural germinaton has not been sufficient, the area will be dished
and seeded with nattve seeds What s the seedling or growth threshold far that decision? When



It seems that that plot would then have to start all over

G Maybe tlus would be clearer and more convineing 1f vou sketched an optimal scenario. what
plant regrme and timing are vou shooting tor”? What natural condttion favorable to pronghom are

vou atming at? What would a fawn reallv like best”?

10 |In shon, this CA could use some farmer or gardener talk about seeds, sotl, motsture, feruhizer,
planting umes, and planting techmques. 1t would also greatly benefit from a little test garden aut
back of the otfice where the techniques you propose can be tned on a small scale and where 1t
poses no threat Cheap, quick. easy, no EA needed

[2. According to your proposal. the experts haven't 1solated the reasons why some places seem

to be preferred feeding grounds for these pronghom Is 1t because the so1l 1s churned up, so

ploneer specics take hold or rain better permeates” Because there 1s extra plant nutriion--

nittogen or phosphorous from munitions--1n the sot!? Because there 15 more rain there? Because

there 15 some soil substrate condition that causes water to puddle in shallow bomb craters? These

" factors seem to lack analysis--as an EA should do but the proposal presumes to address all of
these possibilities in a shotgun solution because the real causes are not dentified or rated

If churning 1s the answer, then a sheepsfoot roller may be indicated as the kev management If 1t
1s nutnition then ferulizer 1s the answer [fit1s a clay bortom, then other craters could be clay-
lined If water 15 the real key, then provide some temporarv tanks, and forget about alf the

farming

Inshort the madel and the type-area need further peer-reviewed study iself before being widely
applied elsewhere on the Range

3 » The project analysis lacks an accounting of costs. a schedule tor the iming and amount of

water, the expected crop yields. a fook at fertlizers, and an eye 1o the critters--the birds and
bunnies--thar eat seeds and seedlings. What will come up? Invasive species such as Sahara
mustard are real threats in hus region. Seldom does the desert produce back-to-back bumper crops
of annuals We see no citations or evidence food-plot proponents have talked with the

commercial growers of nattve plants or even 50 a student 1n Agriculure 101
{3

12 |A What money has been budgeted® What w;ll be required? Who will fund this project”?

B What 15 the watering schedule” If not a time table then how and who will monstor and report
13 sail moisture and plant-growth condition? Will the water trucks be on call or what will be the lag
ume unu! thev can deliver? How manv water trucks will be needed and where will thev come

from?

C What 1s the price and availability ot native seeds” What ts the viability ot nanve seeds
harvested from other regions® Have yvou tound or done anyv viabiluy studies here?

s [ D \hat s the expected crop yield by species and productivity (growth rae)?

1o I E Will ferulizer be used? [f so what and how much? Has the sod chemtstrv at each plot been
monttored”?

17 | F What hours and statf have been budgeted” What will be their costs?

We fear that the project will begin but. because of insutficient tunding or inadequate design  the
project will collapse and abandon any pronghorn which have been leamed to find water or food

where vou have left u tor them

4. Tlhis proposal does not review or suggest a sufficiently wide range of options

A A test plotis needed Better yet. start tomorrow on 1 acre of private land No permuts or public
discussion would be required Take a tallow acre near a well and see what grows The biggest
hvpothesis ot the plan 1s the first one asking whether there will be a difference in torage

18 production on treated and untreated plots  And 1t's unclear1f the plan 1s trving to raise new
plants (such as lupine and penstemon) or to water existng plants (such as Krameria)

B If that works then trv 1t out on Sonoran pronghorn

q C In the pronghorn discussions 1t 1s suggested that chain-frurt cholla 1s a hev tood and fluid

! |source Should these be planted though that raises further questions® (Incidentlv the stock photo
ot the cholla-ensnared fawn delivers the wrong message [t represents that cholla are a threar o
pronghom. when really pranghoren rely on cholla fruit for tood and water. according to John

Hervert s teld work)

20 ID What happened to the thought about domg ak chin st le of Native American tarming’

E Your proposal claims that the plots will onlv provide supplemental forage during the dnest
2 | | partot the vear Why wouldn't you want to keep thern viable all vear® Don't prongharn need
qualtty torage throughout the vear? If vou're going to this extreme shouldn't it benetit

pronghorn year-round unu! thev are recovered”
22 | " The opnons should be more incremental a few plots over time with tuller study as we go

3 G The opuions should include shutting down the entire Range to mulitary grotind or air-to-grount

vty Another option should be to move the TAC Ranges out ot pronghorn habuat The Aur
Force refuses o constder these and franklv there are indicarions that some people in the Air
Force wish these pronghorn would go awav--find them another hame captivets breed them so
1his population 1s no longer needed, study them unto death or simply tet them fad

2411 One opnon not considered 1s supplemental feeding with a Junch wagon Roll out the water
goal and a hay wagon [Iid vou consider supplemental teeding stations carrving zoo tood -such



as 3 pounds of alfalfa hav and | pound of herbrvore pellets per antmal per day? Or mobile water
dispensers. such as tarmers use”

5. Before anything s done. we recommend a clearer and fuller presentation of the study design

A. What s the goal? How do we know when we've reached home plate? For example, 1f the goal
to reach a set level of recruitment” Or of survivability to yearlings? Or to pull pronghom out of

the TAC ranges?

B. What 1s your staustical design to evaluate the results of this "experiment™ What will the
criteria be to determine 1f the project 1s successtul or not”

C. What preset tnggers will s ou use to call off the project 1f 1t harms pronghorn®

L | P What methods will vou use to determine the etfects of this project on other ecosvstem
components such as small mammals. rabbis and hirds? What criteria will vou use?

25 ,E What ARE the expected results”

F Ifitis judged that predators become a problem at the food distribution sites or the food plots.

2 we request that they be moved bv non-lethal means This 1s such a big-budger project that price
should be no object: it is such a tugh-profile project that the military and agencies do not need
the distractive natranal turor ot er predator control

5| G. What methods are you planning to use to deterrmine f the vegetation 15 responding 1o the
watering”?

H. What are the effects of the research ntselt™ Can you study these pronghorn without distwurbiny

them?
For example. we are a bit contused why you assume that water delivery at night won t
disturb any pronghom” Is there evidence thev won't bed near tood plats or that thev wouldn't be

28] disturbed by hghts. motors. and voiees?
And we wonder what commonion drilling wells might cause After all we assume vou do

not want to drive them out of the very areas they prefer to use
Or what effect the aggressive removal of butielgrass from foad plots mught have on

pronghorn using that area .

I. Who will pertorm the monitoring of these plots? What will be the frequency ot the
25| monitoring® How many peaple will this be? Has the potenual harassment to the pronghorn due
to monitaring been evaluated through the Section 7 process?

2 8 | J What will vou do 1f there are pronghorn on the plot when 1t's tme to monitor or bring \n mare
water?

K We fail to see what problem creosote causes Does it bloch pronghorns line ot sight? Does 1
use too much soil moisture? We contend that whatever 1ts percety ed dements they are not as
severe as blading the ground which will defimtely expel soil motswire and to invite invastve
2q {species. such as Sahara mustard which preter disturbed sotl The creosote we see in spring have

higher densitv of annual plants surrounding their bases than 1n the open spaces of ground
Dimmutt (above page 263) calls creosete "an ymportant nurse plant” and an importaat sheher fo
radents reptiles, and invertebrates How does that reconcile with vour urge 10 ehiminate

creosote”?

L Some of the figures don’t seem 1o add up For example, on page 6 “The area covered by the
a0 |water truck with water would cover an area of approximately 5 000 square meters 1n s1ze (1367
square feet) per plot * Ihd we miss somerthing or 15 this a mis-conversion trom square meters (o

square feet?

M When the water 15 spraved onto the surface what will be its sprav rate and vector? {n some

21 plots the ground would be bare dut and subject to erosion \lost tarmers take great pains to
diminish the impact trom moving water either by making fields nearlv level or by assuring that

sprav comes down vertically and not obliquelv How will this be done by a water truck so that

the seeds are not redistributed or uncovered”?

29 l N In the EA we find no analvsis ot flame-thrower chemustny or byvproducts

O How wil} water trom the tmcks be distributed” Which nozzle” What pace” How will soil
3} | moisture be momitored” Agamn we think that one test plot 1s needed to answer these sorts of
questtons before [aunching the tull campargn.

P Lacking 1n this 1s a sutficient data set of pronghorn populations and a full description and
analvsis of what has changed 1n pronghorn habitat For example. one ot the underiving
assumptions betng argued 1n the EA 15 that herds and bands ot Senotan pronghorn tormerly
mugrated to the Gila or Sonovta rivers tor water and seasonal torage

Another assumptton we hear ts that the Range a centurv ago was a grassland Again
where 1s the evidence > Where are the climatic data showing changes” In discussions with
chmatalogists and game managers. we hear that there were 1wvo other “droughts” in the 20th
century far more severe than tlus current drv spell How did Sonoran pronghorn make it throug
those times? What has changed in ther habtiat now mside the Range?

32

Q How does this proposal fit into other acttviiies in the habitat” For example whar will be the
etfect nf paving roads on the Range? An EIS 15 called for to studv and evaluate the fuller pret
This toad plot experiment 1s but one hnot hole in the tence--what 1s the overall pieture and
strategy tor survival and recovery?

33

R And we need some measurement, some Richter Seale tor human disturbance ot these
RE ammals



6. Administrative questions

A. We have heard that a Section 7 has not been done and that the Nauve American nations have
not been consulted both may be legal requirements What do you sav?

| B Whv s this EA being wrinten by the BLM and the project run by Arizona Game and Fish?
Shouldn't the Air Force be the lead agency since the majonity ot the tunding 1s of Air Force
origin? How does Fish and Wildlife Service the lead endangered species agency, fit 1n? Who

will foot the ml|?

€ More troubling, we hear rumors that this deal was done prior to the start ot pubhic comment

3
, let alone the canclusion We have heard a rumor that the muitary dectded within a week of the

last Partners Mecting 1o go ahead with this project regardless. and with a "let'em sue 1f they don't
hke " atstude Is that wrue?

.
CO n ChlSlon « The lasting 1mage we have of this proposal 15 this spectre a soldier in
battle pear brandishing a flame-thrower to wage war on the desert This spectre tvpifies a
percen ed military attude that if nature doesn't cooperate just kill it, Nuke it til 1t glows
Unfortunately, afier Histening to miltary staternents that *in Mexica they eat these pronghorn
we are unsure that the military wouldn t just as soon bratse the pronghorn teo We hope and
doubt that the military, or anv agencv, wants such an image

We urge you to suspend this project unul*
1. You can show an acre where vou's e successtully farmed native plants and can show the

replicable protocol that made 1t happen

2. You can document and explain the reasons and factors whv some Sonoran pronghorn seem 1o
preter areas where thev a vulnerable 10 Air Force ordnance

3. You tully analyze costs and establish long-term budget commuments

4. You look at the widest range of options s?mc ot which are tar cheaper and easier and
mncremental than your options A or B

5. You walk though v our studv design in detm] As ane observer was heard 10 sav, "This design
1sn’t readv for a senior s honor project let alone work with an endangered spectes " More data
and mare cuations would help

6. You iron out administrative concerns and questions,

7. You launch an EIS to assess and plan for all the cumulauve effects and factors atfecung
Sonoran pronghorn  What other projects can be and are being done to help pronghorn®

\We urge you 1o conduet research at one (1) test plot to tron out the variables in this project It has
the potential to harm pronghorn if done incorrectlv, and that risk 1s not worth your unplanned
haste The first rule of emergency medicine 1s “Don t make 1t worse

We have tao manv unanswered quesnions to support this endeavor now We suggest vou redraw
this proposal in the hght of fuller review We appreciate the opportunity 10 comment on this
version, and we request the oppertuntty 1o review the next draft

To zoom the telescope for a moment we need not just a view of this parucular project but we
need a (ull prcture of all cumulative activinies This EA needs to be put into the context of an EIS
and the overall prongharn recovery plan The EIS will need to look at all factors atfecting these

pronghorn

From personal cons ersations we know that most toths working on this project are sincere and
know fedgeable. and have the pronghorn s best interest at heart However from other comments
n meeungs and newspapers. we fear that some mulitarv and agencv personnel mav be going
thirough the mottons only tn order 1o look effective. Claims such as that by a Goldwater range
commander saving “We take the greatest interest in making sure we comply with the biological
opinion” (Arizona Republic. February 22, 2000) tall far short of saving "We will do evervilung
we can to help this magmificent animal survive and prosper "

None of us could sleep well knowing there 1s a hungn or thursty pronghorn out there but we'd
like to see tested solutions betore the A Force plows up and burns ot 2500 acres ot land [f u
does wark on a small plot, then the rest ot the expenennal questions need to be answered to see |
the pronghorm use the plants and 1f they benelit Let's prav thev do And let s prav we find some
real soluttons to help them We d hate to outlive them

1)l Brovles
tor I'mends of Cabeza Prieta




SOUTHWEST NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS (SWNRMC)

857 W, Portobello Avenue

Mesa, Az. 85210 pELEiMTT i I
480.345.9269

SWNRMC@aol.com Cor et A

February 23, 2200

NPYEERY ———— e

Ms. Gail Acheson

Yuma Field Office Manager
2555 E. Gila Ridge Rd.
Yuma, 3Az. 85365-2240

RE: Sonoran Pronghorn Habitat Forage Enhancement
BLM EA: AZ-050-99-045

Dear !Ms. Acheson, we have reviewed the Environmental Assessment
referenced above. Your staff has done an excellent job 1n developing
wnat s fundamencally a difficult Env.ronmental Assessment

We recommend this proposal does not proceed as it 18 currently proposed

We have several general comments and then follow with several specific
ones.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Our primary concern is that the Proposed Action and “Alternative B“ have
the potential to negatively effect Sonoran pronghorn (SP) This
unanticipated outcome would result 1f any or a combination of the
following situations occurred.

= That the init:ial and continuing disturbance activities associated
with the Proposed Action may cause the SP to vacate these areas Ne
suggesc that chese currently used areas are important and possibly
critical areas for them (see page 21, para. 2, of the Revised Sonoran
Prongnorn Recovery Plan: USFWS 1998).

» That the behavior of these animals becomes effected by the addition
of the plots, Resulting in the SP not exploring and exploiting their
entire home-range as trhey currenrly de  bSut becoming rnoreasingly
sedentary and thus increasingly dependent on these plots.

*+ That coyotes that typically (qh open desert), occur in singles and
pairs, are able to form packs atound the forage plots due to increased
densities of rodents, hares, and other prey, and that these packs became
more successful opportunistic pronghorn predators, similar to the
b;havaor observed when coyotes are preyirg on concentrations of domescic
sheep.

I The £A iz inadequate 1in making the case for a project of this magnicude
The EA 1n fact indicates the current SP population is possibly 50%
greater than was estimated in the mid 1980's.

0

-

Page 2 of 7
The EA intimates a sense of urgency for this proposed action, that th
SP population 1s at special risx as indicated by recent fawn
recrurtment; which 1s then reported as low as none in 3 of the past 5
years, The reviewer should also be provided with the estimated
recruitment for the other 2 of those 5 years

In order to make a strong case for the Proposed Action, the estimatec
age structure for the existing adult population should be given Tha
daca could be extrapolated from the marked (known age) population anc
the recrurtment estcimates. If 50 to 75% of the adult population is n
> 7 to 8 years old, we do not agree extirpation of this population is
eminent, which while not explicicly asserted in this EA, 1s getting ¢
be cammonly heard when discussing SP We note from the SP Recovery P
(USFWS 1998}, that in 1995, 45 new individuals were recruited It 1s
be expected that in this environment, on the margin of this species

ecological range, that recruitment has and will occur in “hooms” and
*busts” We should be preparing to take advantage of the next hoom

cycle,

The EA describes a population oscillating (as expected) around ics
dynamic carrying capacrty As we have been experiencing an on again
off again drought, 1t can be reasonably anticipaced that a wetter cyc
18 likely in the offing This $SP population appears to be doing as w
as should be reasonably hoped for. We observe the population 1s
persisting at a healthy level through yet another, fairly normal per:

of drought.

We must be cognizant of the potential presence of a rarely considerec
risk factor in resource management: that of “over-managing” a populat
1nco extirpatrion. The fact that 8 of 16 collared SP have been losc
since 1996 troubles us, as the population has not seen a commensurate
lass, To blame coyote predation for “most of tnese (page 22, USFWS
1998) withouc explaining this discrepancy indicates to us thar there
needs to be greater scientific objectivity brought to the SP recovery
efforc. We recommend the Core Working Group evaluate the rate of
mortalities associated with the Mexico gaptures in 1991 and 1986 to
better determine 1f future capture efforts for purposes other than

transplants are desirable

Tn addition to ocur recommendations elsewhere herein, we recommend th

recovery agencies spend more of their SP time as follows:
.

Continuing cleose monitoring of this and Mexican SP populations

+ Continuing close coordination with the military & other entit:es
minimize their negative effects on SP



g ]The EA presents an inadequate range ot alternatives.

Page 3 of 7

» Preparing the planning and enabling documents & idencarfving receiving
sites so that =wnen we have a natural or management induced expansion of
the SP population, we are positioned to take advantage of it and
actually translocate one or more herds. Why areas such as King Valley
1n the KOFA NWR, OPCNM, YPG, and the Palomas Plain haven't incorperated
SP recovery strategies into their own recent resource management plans,
despirte our earlier recommendations that they do so, remain a mystery to

us.

The EA should provide the reviewer with the population estimate thac has
been 1dentified that will then allow us to actually capture and
translocate SP to their historic range, If this number has not been
1dentified or is not reasonable (such as the 500 goal in the Revised
Recovery Plan), the proposed action, purportedly to enable this
transplant action (page 3, para. 7), becomes inane

We recommend the

addition of a fully developed alternative that provides 2 - 5§ water
developments as described later, in known SP use areas.

The EA ought to provide a cost estimate and the intended funding
source(s} for this project so that a rudimencary cost/benefit ratio can

be established.

We recommend should the Bureau decide to proceed with a project of this
nature, 1t issue RFQ/RFP for technical but critical components of this
project including the experimental design, floral enhancement, and water

development elements.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page 1, paragrapvh 5: The extirpation of the Sonoran pronghorn
population i1n the San Felipe Desert of Baja California should be citea
to demonstrate the fact that we have already had a fairly zecent
experience of losing a population of these fine animals.

Page 2, paragraph 5: The EA makes a good case (page 2. “large numbers®
of fawns surviving until summer) for developing water for SP.
Conversely, the EA does not make a streng asgument in favor of
developing traccs of forage. An assumption 1s required, that in dry
years, does are producing fawns, but at 90 days of age they succumb to
an inadequate diet., We note this,fsame diet must maintain their water
halance. Our processing of this ‘thformation leads us to reason that the
available farage, particularly the perennials, are likely nutritionally
adequate but lacking in sufficient moisture content for the fawns to
digest 1t If these 3 month old fawns had an opportunity To drink,
should reason that they would then be capable of processing their
natural diet. This 1s what we observe with pronghorn elsewhere
other desert ungulates, Therefore we challenge the rejection of the
Free Water Alternative briefly addressed on page 9, para. 3

.

and

|Page 3, paragraph 3.

Page 4 of 7

Therefore we recommend i1f this proposal 1s to be implemented, 1t be don:
sequentially with the water developments being provided first. coupled
with an evaluation of the populations response, prior to i1mplementing
forage enhancement treatments The EA appears to concur with us on cha-
polnt, see Page 7, paragraph 4. This approach would also align this
investigaction with the research needs identified in the recent AGFD
wWhice Paper regarding wildlife water developments

We reject 14 sites as being excessive for an

experiment of this apparently untested nature We recommend therefore,
an initial treatment (water developments only) of 2 to 5 sites with an
appropriate period for evaluation, prior to expanding the actien

Page 4 Hypothesis testing, We suggest these hypotheses are
inappropriate for evaluating the effects of the Proposed Action or
Alternative B, The addition of free water at each plot (commingling
treatments) obfuscates the conclusions apt to be drawn from number 2
through 4 and possibly 6 Hypothesis development should be aligned witl
the expected affects of the treatment. Treatments ought to be tescted
individually whenever reasonable, as 1s possible 1n this situation

Page 5, paragraph 3- There isn't adecuate justification for the acreage
given., If on these acres, forage production was raised from a typical
dry year of 100 lbs/acre to a modest 250 lbs/acre, this difference woulc
be + 409,650 lbs, enough to feed 170 SP for a year 1f they ate nothing
else. The proponents should provide their estimates and
desired/expected SP population response from the Froposed Action.

Page 5, paragraph 4 The expecred time period to complete the Proposed
Action should be provided, Management flexibilicy regarding for
example, response to our entering a wetter climatic cycle should be

given

Page S, paragraph B, We disagree with the concept of implementing plot
1n areas SP are currently using. The plots 1f they are established,
should be 1n known SP use areas, but not when SP are there by
definition, current use infers current value to these animals and they
should not be stressed or disturoed any more than absoiutely necessary
{ex, when they are in live fire areas) by our managemenc activitlies
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Page 6, paragraph 1+ We completed some calculations and found that to
water a plot this size with 5* (a reasonably minimal biologically
significant precipitation event that will crigger germination} of water
would require some 13875 gallons. A typrcal 1500 gallon tanker truck
would have to make 9.25 trips te deliver this to one plot, As several
of these plots are hours from the nearest water supply, we are stuck
with the vision of a convay of water trucks roaming about the desert,
churning long linear clouds of dust into the air, while servicing these
" plots (see page 16 paragraph 4). This and other discussions in
paragraph 5 regarding irrigatien do not sound practical, We suggest the
high salt content of locally available water coupled with shallow
watering & high evaporation may result in unsuitable soil conditions

We have obgserved repeatedly that artificial watering does not produce
equivalent germinatcion and establishment to like quantities of natural
precipitation. Thisg 1s likely due to atmospheric and surrounding soil
diffusion potentials, salinity, ambient humidity/temperature. etc In
order to simulate a wet wincer, watering will need to bhe a 33 - 5°
application, every other day, for 1 - 2 weeks duration

Page 6, paragraph 4: The Bladderpod listed Isomeris, 1s to our
knowledge, endemic to the Salton sink area of the Colorado Desert.
17 | suggest you consider Lesguerella gordoni also known as “Bladderpod”
which 15 native to the area in question. We suggest the seed mix be
given further analysis as such obvious choices as Plantago, Astragalus,

and arguably Erodium, were overlooked

we

The i1nadequacies of the forage enhancement component of the Proposed
19 [Action suggest to us that you should actively see addictional review of
this proposal by biologists and ocher disciplines and/or experience

If the nartural forage 1s decermined to be nadequate despite water oeing
made available and actually utilized, a more realistic approach to
g | inereasing the SP nutritional intake would be to contract a local farmer
ta produce and harvest the desired forage and have the convoy ot trucks
deliver ie, rather than rely on salty water mixed with hope.
We recommend if supplemental feeding 15 to be employed, to explore the
concept of delivering a commercial feed to the desired areas at niqht,
and consider utilizing atrcraft to do this in order to mimimize the

disturbance and reduce personnel Mdequirements.
L3

Page 7, paragraph 3: We disagree with the proposed water development
20 design. The development design selected should not intentionally build
1n periodic water hauling requirements!'

{stealth) fiberglass ring tank system (-
7000 gal.) situated at grade with complete “stealth” concealment This
design 1s proven and has been utilized for pronghorn elsewhere This
system will be large enough to accommodate the desert mule deer and
other wildlife use that will inevitably occur regardless where the
system 1s sltuaced.

We recommend a shallow (36”)
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ZIIWe recommend against the regulating of water availability It 1s not
clear.; understood how these and other ungulates will predictably reac

when rjater sources are ephemeral.

We recommend the strategic placement of prongrorm decoys to actract SF
close enough to see &/or smell the water.

22

Page 2, paragraph J: We prefer Alternative B8 in that the duration of
the disturbance {water truck convoys) would be lessened and salanity
23| problems with the water would likely be significantly reduced, though
note the Goldwater Range Renewal LEIS (page 3-163} describes the
groundwater on the range has been found to be of poor quality

Page 8, paragraph 6 The Mo Action Alternative states that by ats

21 seleccion, “opporrunities to recover the SP would be forgone” We
disagree with this and reiterate, we recommena the SP recovery agencie
ocught to be spenaing more of their time preparing the enabling documen
& receiving sites So that when we have an expansion of SP, we can take
advantage of i1t and actually translocate one or more herds

Page 17, paragraph 7 If the SP managing agencies are determined to
pursue the Proposed Action, we recommend this section clearly state ch
1f coyotes, ar any ather non-threatened predator, become either abunda
25 lto the point that they deter pronghorn use of the plots or are
documented to prey on SP at the plots, that they will be controlled
within a 5 mile radius of the treactment plots.

Page 1B, paragraph 8 It appears to us that the obvious cost effectiv
2( [solution to undesired SP exploitation of high risk areas such as HE i1
15 to merely fence them out of these areas

Page 22, paragraph 1l: We recommend the bureau fully explore the
concepnr of utilizing local contractors before committing substameial

'27 resources to this project., We know a project of this magnitude cannot
be handled with current AGFD Development branch resources, particular!
at that time of year when they are typically hauling water to numerou:
locales in Arizona. We alert you to recognize and plan for local
contracrors should be anticipated to rapidiy lose interest in this
project ~hen they realize the damage being done to their tanker trucks
while operating them in this type of environment

LITERATURE CITED
Revised Sonoran Pronghorn Recov

U S8 Fish and Wildlife Service. 1998
Plan Albuquerque, !MM. 70 pp.
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CONCLUSION

Soneran Pronghorn are representatives of an ancient and successful
family. They have survived for thousands of years in deserts even
hotter and more arid than the Luke Gunnery Range. They appear to have
two requirements; Adequate space and minimal human disturbance to them
and their habitat. Therefore, let us proceed cautiously to manimize the
risk that we inadvertently deny them either of these in ouxr continuing

efforts to recover them.

We note that a mere 2 years ago, the proponents of this plan arctempted
to launch another pll-conceived S$P project, 1n that case to place a
poorly designed water development into a limited and critical tree
cholla {Opuntia fulgida) stand We hope the next morphing of the “need
to do something~” for SP reflects a 95% + staff effort. We hope 1t will
reflect the consensus of the CWG and the numerous biologists that have
Southwesterm pronghorn management experience.

We appreciate this opporrunity to commenc and contribute We look
forward to a continuing dialogue with you

Please provide us the opportunity to review subsequent drafts, comments,
as well as a copy of the final document.

My best regards to you and your staff

e
/ o
John Gunn
JG: 39
ce: Davad Brown AAF {via email)
Jim DeVos AGFD (via email)
Bob Henry AGFD {via email}
John Kennedy AGFD (via email)
Ray Lee AGFD (via email}
Steve Rosenstock AGFD (Mia email)
Bruce Taubert AGFD (via email)
B1ll Van Pelt AGFD ({via email)
Dave Hoerath BLM {(via email)
Susanna Henry BLM {(via email]
Don Tiller CBENWR (via email)
B1ll Broyles FOC (via email)
Ray Varney KNWR (via email)
Hryan Morrill MCAS (via email)
Tim Tibbats OPCNM (via emarl)
B1ll Miller USAF (via email)
Paul Krausman UOA (via emavrl)

valerie Morrill YPG (via emarl)
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Ms Gail Acheson T
Yuma Field Office Manager ' fre
2555 East Gila Rudge Road

Yuma, AZ 85365

Ms Acheson

What follows are a few comments | have on the Draft EA for the Sonoran Pronghom
Forage-Enhancement Project. Additionally, I would like to state that I agree substanually
with the positions outhned 1 comments sent to you by the Defenders of Wildlife et al [
apprectate the attermpts by agencies to work to protect the Sonoran pronghorn, but [ am
not at all certamn this 1s neccessanly the way to do it

Respectfully,

M Shumaker
Concerned Citizen

SONORAN PRONGITORN HABITAT FORAGE ENHANCEMENT —
COMMENTS

P

| l I3 1t only within the Goldwater Range the need for improved habitat has been wennfied?

Z | The numbers here indicate a nsing population

3

“Large home ranges suggest an overall low habitat quality * I disagree with this
statement——it 1s an imposition of human values on population dynamics.,

. aggressive management to lessen the effects of human activity on Sonoran pronghomn
range 1s necessary,” So why not Air Force and Manne Corps departure, road closing,
redo fencing, etc ?

“Fawn survival 1s the most cntical component of the population dynamics of Sonoran
pronghom “ Wrong to apply value to a particular compenent of populanon dynamics—
we don't know what 15 entical (an carlier statement above makes a judgement of low
habutat quality-—if that 15 true, perhaps the low habitat quality leads to low fawn

recruttment.)



“Probability of extinction ** 15 a complex 1ssue, of which recnutment 15 only a pan

{» | “The key to recovery of this endangered subspectes is through the recrutment of fawns

into the population.” Wrong. The key to recovery 1s restoratton of range and habitat

P.2

“Reproductive success and fawn survival are largely governed by environmental factors,
particularly the availatulity of nutntious forage.” {'m skeptical—no data. Again,
restoration of onginal range and habitat 1s a tugger factor.

“The availability of preferred food items for pronghom 1s dependent on the timing and

7 | amount of ramfall,” This statement tgnores the fact that pronghom eat year-round, so

10

!

there 15 a vanety to their diet that probably fluctuates within seasonal parameters
¢ | How long do fawns nurse, and does this vary with the availatulity of forage?

*Additionally, a reproductive summer monsoon (thunderstorm) season is needed...”" |
have a problem with this entire paragraph, Where 15 the documentation for a statement

9 about fawns dying without a productive monsoon? I think 1t again misses the pont that

this population 1s/was highly mobile, and would thus move over a large range, giving
them access to areas that did recetve rain Also, “Two consccutive productive rainfall
seasons are rare 1n the Sonoran Desert, jeading to the need for management " WHAT?!
This leads to the need for restoration of ongial range and habitat, and msmimization of
human mpacts on population Management becomes necessary when humans 1solate a
formerly free-ranging population and create for all intents and purposes an 1solated 1stand
population under assault by the world’s most powerful air force

The discussion of habitat/vegetation changes 1s not documented anywhere The
correlation between pronghorn areas and these changes 1s “in press” and thus not
evaluated or even peer reviewed, | have a problem using “in press” to justify anything,
espeeially a project of this magnitude

P.3
Predators “undoubtedly” take pronghorn fawns (no citation, no data )

“...available data suggest that habitat condition 1s more influential on fawn mortality
rate,.,” That's part of what ['ve been trying to say!

M
The idea of providing free water—there is no data that show this affects pronghorn
populations. There 15 no data showing that human-provided free water 1s a boon, and
there 15 no data showing that this 1s not actually harmful to pronghom (see papers by Bill
Broyles )

Where exactly does the goal of 500 pronghom come from in order to de-list them? Is this
I' | based on science?

“Sonoran pronghom numbers appear to fluctuate with forage conditions which are, tn
{2 | turn, dependent on ramfall * Appear? Reference for this? What are the namral population
fluctuations in thus area for this group over ttme?

13 “Other factors, previously suspected no longer considered significant " Why? What are
al) these factors? What about habitat fragmentation?

“Previous habitat improvement projects include the construchion of rehable wildhfe water
lp ] sources such as Hollowll Tank..." Again, the need for this has not been determined

I vehemently object ta the removal of animals until other measures, such as removal of
the Air Force presence and habitat restoration have been attempted If there are enough
animals to experiment with, then there are certainly enough anmimals to utilize less
intrusive and disruptive measures to restore their population

P4

i [ The use of a hypothests tesung strategy seems to indrcate that there really 15 no basis for
this proposed action; that 1t 1s expenmental and not based on actual data

This references BLM management plans, yet BLM 1s not going to be managing this land
14 1inthe long term What guarantee of continuity 1s there? Where are the Atr Force and

Manne Corps 1n this discussion, as they wilf be the primary tand managers tn the future?

Where 1s Fish and Wildlife, and why aren’t they adopting this strategy on their lands?

The idea that “sandy so1ls are more conducive 1o forage growth and persistence” 15 based
16 | ona single 40-year-old study, and 1t 1s bemng extrapolated that sandy soils are the same as

sandy dunes? And what exactly are “heavier soils™? This 15 not a scientific term [ have

heard of What charactenizes them, and has a soil scientist been consulied on this project”?

There 15 still no conclusive proof of why exactly pronghom are found around bomb
targets and HE Hill, Perhaps they are there because what was once optimum pronghorn
habitat 18 now being bombed

2731 acres 1s absolutely outrageous for what 1s basically an expeniment Why this
7 l number? Why nat a substantially smaller parce}? These changes will for all intents and
purposes forever scar the land parcels 1 question for an outcome which is hghly
questionable at best, It 15 stated that parcels will be follawing along existing roads—ihis
Ie [scems 1o be flawed 1n that the proximity to roads 1s a vanable not controlled for in the
cxpenmental design

Once agan the project 1s described in terms indicating a long-tern commutment to the
15 | prosect, yet the Awr Force and Marine Corps don’t seem to be involved What guarantee 15
there that the project will be continued” This must be addressed



What 1s meant by “additional populations™? Aren't these antmals all part of the same
19 population? Are there questions here that haven't been answered? " the introducnion of
pronghorn into historic habitat .." Unless histonic habitat 1s returned to its previous
condition, meantng removal of the military, bringing down fences, and road closures,
26 then this wifl be a patently ridiculous waste of time and money Also, how long unnl the
cfforts are *yudged ineffective™ What is considered a reasonable length of time?

Manipulations would be based on the characteristics of each site—what are thesc
characteristics? Where 15 this information summanzed? What 1s the baseline data? What

ad logistics? The plan needs to specify these. . the occurrence of natural ranfall * Ramfall
1s a characternstic, Will there be weather-recording stations placed at cach site? Why 1sn’t
this descnibed”

22 [ What kind of propane torch? This needs to be spectfied. Are we tatking a flame-thrawer?
Is the wording of this meant to mislead people? For most people, a propane torch 1s
something you work on your plumbing with

3 “The removal of creasote would reduce plant competition, allow additional forb

2 production, as well as increase openness, Aside from that last part, which 1s pretty
obvious, what research shows the other pants to be true? Where are the references? Have
you spoken with desert plant specialists who can venfy these results?

H With regard to “no creosote bushes would be removed within a one to five-acre area” of
culural resources, what 1s this based on? Why have Native American tnibes not been
consulted on this project under the revised Section 106 of the National Histone
Preservation Act? This project has been and still 1s 1n violation of the provisions of this
act. In other words, it appears that you are breaking the law. Native Amencan tribes may

2 want a greater protecttve area around these sites, and possibly the establishment of
Memorenda of Agreement for the continued protection of these sites Site vistts will
-— probably be necessary before any action takes place Have you identificd these areas as
being Sacred Sites or Traditional Cultural Places for Native Amencan groups?

It 1s implied that not al} of these plots are or will be near areas that pronghom use Then
why are they being utilized? These areas of pronghomn use should be known, and the
experiment designed with that in rund, [t 15 expected that creosote bushes would
gradually become reestablished.,.” Where 1s the reference, and proof, for this? Are there
plans to revegetate after the expeniment 1s over? Creosote are notoriously difficult to
propagate—how 15 this being addressed? How do you know these areas won’t simply

2l lbccame superhighways for the invasion of ghotic invastve plant spectes, especially
because a number of these plots are along rbads? And agam a reference to the future
without discussing a specific length of ime This 15 too open-ended

P.6

The tdea of watenng the desert to manipulate nawural forb populations remaing
controversial. The literature does not indicate that what is being planned here wall
actually work. These plants do not exist within a vacuum s 1t possible that human

an
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intervention 1 the life cycle of these plants could have long-term implications for their
localized populations? And the reference Forsyth et al 1984 1sn't even m the
bbhography [s this a made-up reference? Or 1s this indicative of the lack of attenton to
detail we will see during the length of this project?

“Water would be applied frequently enough to enhance forage praduction goals of each
plot ™ And ttus would be how much? Again, the science 1s not there 2 5 Ibs of forage per
day—based on how many individuals per plot?

How do we know that the constant presence of water trucks, even at mght, won’t be yel
another distarbance to the pronghomn, adding yet more stress to the population™ Da they
rind the presence of water trucks? And what about water quality? Will this be tested and
controlled for as well? What about possible pesticide, herbicide, fungieide, nitrate, heavy
metal, and salt contarmination from imgation water? Could this project create long-term
problems by using contammated water? Will you have to pay for the water”? Who will

pay the bill?

Seeding would be done by hand—two thousand and some acres? And 1t appears that
there will be no guarantee that the seed will be weed free Do all of these species grow on
the plots in question? Has a plant inventory been done for each site?

A dnp urtganon system will require installation and maintenance, once again requinng
peaple to be out 1n pronghorn habitat, Are the affects of all this potential disturbance
understood? Could this cause the pronghom more stress and harm?

P7
Large equipment? What large equipment? This needs to be specified

You are going to use traditional Tohono O'odham farming techmques, yet not one of thes
agencies has any expenence with these techmiques You have had a single visit with
Tohano O'odham people, but not a full offictal consultation You have not consulted with
any of the mbes  You presume that you can just go out there and do successful Ak-Chin
farming without any experience or expertise. This 1s a g problem

Once agin you presume to understand the effects of water availability on pronghomn
when you really don't You cannot prove at this ume that making this water available
won't actually cause harm to the animals. Free-standing water would assist pronghom in
digesting high-protein forage? Where are the references? Which forage is high protein? 1
would also note that a lot of your referencing 1s based on single individual studaes that
appear to not have been repeated, thus making therr conclustons far from a sure thing

Aside from the Tohono O’odham Nation, you have once again left out a number of
Native American tribes who are stakeholders in this area You need 10 consult with these
tribes and provide opportumttes for their participation if they so desire



5 Regarding your staging/camping areas, these too must be checked for cultural resources
and cleared by a quahfied archacologist

3l | Why aren’t the Marines offering funding for a project on their lands?

Alternative B, the dnlling of wells within the range, is completely unacceptable, The

n same questions about water availability and its possible negative affects on wildhfe still
need to be answered, It 15 also inapprapriate to drill wells in an area of National Park
quality, It would permanently mar the tranquility and undisturbed nature of this area (as

does this entire project.)

Alernative C is the only acceptable alternative at this time, given the poorly thought out
and badly designed Altemnatives A and B,

According 1o whom? Does Fish and Wildlife really sanction this action as an effecuve

“Forage enhancement improvements may be considered 1n the future on the refuge ™
15
nmeans to recover pronghomn?

P9

20 ,“3, Less plots ™ I think not only should there be fewer plots, there should be a single test
plot outside of pronghorn habitat to work out whether or not this project 1s even feasible
That 1s what a pifot study 15 reatly all about

1a,33| "5 Forage Enhancements Only'" Onee again, the relationship of pronghom with
supplemental water has not been determined.

Complete soil, vegetation, and wildlife profiles need to be done prior to any project of
thus nature 1n arder to establish a basehine for measuning changes and impacts, whether
positive ar negative, This s basic science, and ! am shocked that this work hasn't been
done. This project has potential to cause changes tn the Goldwater ecosystem, and if there
are no baseline data, there would be no standard by which to hold govemment agencies
responstble for their actions. ’

a9

P. 11

2o This project needs to prove beyond a doubt that the mvastve alien species situation will
not be exacerbated by this proposed undena'kmg. BEFORE the undertaking occurs
!

HD, It is inappropriate and unacceptable to de;itroy hahitat in any ACEC if the purpose of
designating an ACEC n the first place 1s to preserve/maintain habitat

Fig 3--This diagram tells us very little. You mention a trough n the text, yet there 18 no

& trough represented in the schematic. A plan view would also be helpful

P. 16

I am extremely disturbed at the assertion that Native American religious concerns have
been determimed to be unaffected by the proposed altematives, when there has admttedly
been no consultation whatsoever with any of the approximately two dozen or so Natve
25 | Amencan trnbes who claim affiliation with the Goldwater area You don’t know 1f there
are any concerns, because you have not asked. Under the new Section 106 regulations of
the National Historic Preservanon Act, you are mandated to begin consultations with
Native Amencans at the front end of projects This casual business-as-usual approach to
dealing wath Native Amencans 1s irresponstble and repugnant

39 | Impacts You need to determine the depth to which soils will be impacted

If the water systems, which may not actually be a benefit to pronghorn (see previous
comments), may only be temporary, perhaps the impacts would be lessened 1f they were

4z [ lefi above ground rather than buned

P 17-18. You speak n glowing terms about the benefits of water improvements without
ciing & single source to back up your comments. Once agan, this 1s an example of bad or
even no science at all, This 1s unacceptable There 1s a difference between direct and

q,iu indrect inference i science, and this document seems to demonstrate a lack of
comptehension of this simple refationship Things are not facts just because 1t 1s easier
for an agency 1o have them be that way. [ want to see the data beforc you go out there
mucking up an ecosystem more than you have already

in 3) It seems that the implication here 15 that the point of all this 15n't to proteet and

Y3 , enhance the pronghom herd and 1ts habitat, 1t 1s actually to move the herd out of s
habitat and get 1t out of the way of the Air Force That kind of inkenng with an
endangered species could get you all sued

’ng Cultural Resources Again, you must consult with the tnbes on how best to handle tius
Adduonally, | demand that a professional archaealogical survey be performed on all
arcas to be impacited by this project, including those supposedly surveyed already The
results of the previous work are pathetic, | have very senous concerns about the
qualifications, or lack thereof, of the people who performed the survey. The archaeolagy
of this regton 1s subtle, sparse, fragile, and sometimes easily missed even by
appropnately trained professional personnel. The work previously undertaken must be
redone professionally A bunch of amateurs, a biologist, and a single archaeologist do
NOT a professional survey team make Redo i, and do it nght this ttme

P19

Ao

4O | ACECs Again, no plots i these areas

Invasive species You mtend to weed all of these plots by hand? Sure, whatever

P, 22



25

You note that recreational use 1s expected to gradually increase This would be something
that can be addressed without destroying more pronghom habitat as in the proposed

action

1fyou are going to take credit for contributions to the local economy, you had better
make sure you document 1t because any contnibutions would surely be minmal

P23

“Irreversible and,,.” You have not documented this. Some of these changes have the
potentizl ta be damaging and yreversible,

Once again, I note that no Native American tribes, groups, or individuals were consulted
on any of this You arc violattng NHPA and President Clinton’s Executive order on
consultation with tribes,

GENERAL COMMENTS

This project is ill-conceived and not well thought-out. The science 1s questianable to non-
existent The proposed action 15 an expenment whose purpose appears to be to get the Air
Foree, Marine Corps, and other agencics off the hook rather than to do the nght thing for
pronghom, There has been no attempt as far as [ can tell to investigate other possible
actions which would be less devastaung to pronghorn habitat and ultimately have more
beneficial affects on pronghorn. These would include shutting down the Goldwater
Range, removing fences, and looking for ways to expand pronghomn habutat to some
semblance of what it was in the past. The agencies involved in this project seem to be
flailing about trying to do something, anything, nght now, This is not appropriate 1t1s
time to think big, to think outside of the box, to come up with creative solutions that
actually stand on the back of facts rather than conjecture [t would appear that the
Sonoran pronghorn have been forced into what 1s for all intents and purposes a
constricted 1sland-like habitat that no longer meets their needs. And yet you folks want to
mamipulate their habitat even more in some mad attempt to solve the problem rather than
deal with causes that are alrcady known. This 1s completely unacceptable, We are all in
agreement that the pronghom are important and need to be protected, If you want to try
an experiment on a single plot outside of pronghom habitat, (that also goes through
NEPA and NHPA) to prove that this scheme actually works before you nuke 2000+ acres
of pronghom habutat, then [ would reconsider But at this point, | am firmly aganst this
project A project hike this must be based dh a firm scientfic foouing, or 1t's not worth the
paper it's wnitten on ’
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Dewr Gail
This 02 15 in responsc to the above refirenced Environmental Assesument (EA) prepared for 2 proposed projedt tc

comespanden
manipulatc habints to provide addional forage resourccs for the endangered Sonoran pronghom (dnnlucapra amencar,

sonortenyis) on pocions of the Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR) Tt provides general editorie comments on the EA, as well a:
addihona) comments on the projoct and the process that the BLM has followed during its prepartion of the document.

COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
r

1.

Purpoce and Need Statement; This soction does not clearly state the purpose of noed for the project. 1t provides a ot 0
exrancous mformation without really getting to the pont. A good purpose end need stasement needs to address h
questions “why here” and “why now "

The purpose and noed fr the proposed action 13 not that fedam) sgencies are mandated to consave endangered species
Sigr Chib vs. Glickman. This 18 good supporting information ssitable for otha portons of the doament, it if h
nothing 1o do with the purpase and need for the proposed action

The EA ststes “the olyective of the proposed project 15 to conduct research that will asmst us in reaching 8 level ¢
pronghom sufficient to allow the ramoval of I3 for the extablis) of add | populatioa(s) w the frwe.” Th
statcment does not cleasty defing the purpose of the projoct. At the meeting 1 Tucson (and in the Inreduction of the EA),
was clearly stoted that the purposc of the frage enhancement project 18 1o merease forage avalable for fiwns duning it
times in an cffort 0 increase the numbers surviving to adulthood, This statmment 19 easy to understand and it elexrly defin
the purpase of tho project. | suggest that you rewnite the purpose and need section of your document to refledt
wformanion you presented ot the meeung (and 1o the introduction)

During the public mectmg tn Tucson, BLM staffand others stated that the project was mitiated (af least in part) i respon
to the 1ams and conditions of a U8, Fish & Wildiife Sarviee Brolegical Opimon regarding military oraining o t
BMGR.! Theav 19 no refirence fo this Biological Opinion i the EA. Why?

The project is needed because during recent years, survival of pronghon fawns under naturat conditianis has been extrean
low and, therefore, there are very fiaw “new” adults entering the breeding population for Senoran pronghom in the Uit

P usews raar Brovacpeal Openion for usa of surfaco ard anspace for mulkary tranng an the Barry M. Galdwalty Range which may atfedt the
endanaend Sonorn Franghom. USFWS Arttona Ectlogicl Services Field Offiow, Phoens, Arzona
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States, Without inereased recrustment nto the adult cohort there is a hugh protaiility that Senoran pronghom will become
extinct in the nar fuwre  The EA does not provide a clear statement of this “need.”

2. Page 5; Paragraph 7, Line 8. inscrt the word *40" between the wonds *thinned™ and “within”

3. Page 6; Paragraph 3. 1t scems that you should have sought permission to use water from the water holder before you got
3 | tho far into the process, What happens 1f you cannot get permissian from any water holders?

4. Page 7; Parapraph 3, Line 1. replace the word *is” with *in" between the words “pronghom™ and “digestng”
5, Page 9; Sectlon Y1, Subsection B, big galleta grass 18 Hilaria (<Plewraphts) riguda, not A, berlandert

6. | Page 10; Section TIT, Subsection F also Page 16; Section IV, Ifem 4. To my knowledge, no MNative American Tribes
have been consulted regarding the propased project, nor were Tradinonal Cultural Places (TCP's) considered n the EAL [
am not an archacologist and make no pretonses nbout beng an expert on the Nenonal Historic Preservation Act and other
17} related foderal laws, However, gaven that tribes have not been consulted, | queshon the vahdity of the statanent that Native
American Religious Conoons have bemmt analyzed and would pot be affected by any of the altemanves considered m the
EA. Due to the scale and nature of the impacts associated with the proposed action, it may sean reasonable (o assume that
the praject will not affect these resources.  However, one should not reach thiy concluston without taiking to the people

whose religious concerny are being addressed.
7. 1 Page 16; Section 1V, Subsection Al. The re-establishment of native vegetation in areas impacted by construction of

I buned freowater systams could be facilitated by secdmg the disturbed site with nattve forbs and planting ported persnqual

woody vegstation,
8. Page 17, Subsectlon 2, Line 1, nsert the word “of” between the words “estatifishment” and *“additional”

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

{ understand that the Sonoran pronghom is a highly impenled spettes that 1 likely to go exunct vnless actions are taken which
increase ity probability of survival. 1also understand that increasing available forage for fawns during the carly portion of their lives
will bikely mncrease their recnuiment into thc adult population and that increasing Gawn survivil s arstieal (o the recovery of the
specics. [ am in favor of suppl le forage with native plant species and believe that the methods dentificd in
the EA are preferable to hnulmg n nlﬁuﬁ or othor non-nanve plant specics. However, given the entically low numbers of Sonoran
pronghom and the extremely dry winta® we have had, [ doult that the proposed methods will be of any benefit this year and wonda

whether we have tme to “expenment” with methods to avatlable forage. Even if the proposed project 1s mitiated and it does
tncreass avatiable fomge and fawn sumvnl. uumuldbcs:vuulywrsbeﬁnwewddmcpwtanymluﬁ-m the propascd project. |
suggest you o plate some ndd | feeding programs which could “take the forape to the herd” this season and

until the proposed project hay s chanee to “gd off the gmund.” Parhaps there are some souroes for hay or fresh vegetation mixes
coxnposed of frbs native to the Sonormn Desert,

’
Pranghom are a culturally important species to the Tdabu"zf O’odham and the Wildlife & Vegatation Management Program of the
Tohono O*odham Nation supports nny effort 10 increase the hikelthood of the species fong-term survival - Howevar, we are concerned
about the way n which the forage enhaneement project proposal and EA have been prepared. Specifically, BELM haa been neghgant
with respect to comnmunicating with Native American Tribes (partcularly the Tuhono O’edham Nation) and othar afficted and
interested parmes regarding the proposed project.  The small turnout at the pubic mecting in Tucsan retlects this fack of
commumication

According to the EA, “the objecuve of the proposed project 13 to conduct research that will assist us i reachung & level of prongharm
sufficient to allow the I of Is for the establish of addittonal populanon(s) i the future ” [t 18 safe fo assume the
“addittonal poputation(s)" would be established wathin the historle range of the species, which Iicludes lands on and adjocent to the
Tohono O'odham Naum Therefore, the proposed project directly aftects the Tohono O'odham Nation

® Pagel March 24, 2
Secrttanal Order 32062 directs agencies within the Department of Interior to “consult wath, and seck the parttcipanon of, the aff
Indian tribes ™ It also states that 1t 13 the responsibility of thess agencies to “msure thot meaningful government-to-govermn
communicanon oceurs regarding actions taken under the (Endangered Species) Act.” Thercfors, the BLM should have cont
officuls of the Tchono O’odham Naton early in the process of preparing this propoesal and EAL

The BLM has not contacted the Tohono Qodham Nation to ehicit input on the proposed project o to tnform the Natton that p
mectings were beng held 1o Tucson md Yuma. No “government-to-government communication” ocagred. 1n fact, the statf ¢
Manral Resources Department found out about the meeting in Tucson “through the grapevine’” only a few hours before the me
was scheduled to beginy 1 do not believe that noteces i Tucson and Yuma newspapers snd the Federal Register a fow days befor
mectmgs 5 adequate notice to tribal governments and clearly thia does not consuiute government-to-govermutient comumun (catl

1t 13 yegrettable that the BLM has failed in its responsibility to with the Tchono O’odham Naton, other N
Amacan fnbes, and other affocted and intorested partics regarding the proposed forage enhancanent projoct. Fathures such a:
certamly do not msnlf a sense of trust in tie BLM. The Tohono O'odham Nation has the mesns to be an effective partner m
propets. One can only hope that the BLM will recognize this fact, make amends for their shortoommes on this proyect, and m
its approach on funure projocts. 1f you have any quesnons ar requirs firther mformation, please feef free W contad me ar 520-
4756

Sincervly,

)

Scatt Jay Basley
Ecalogist

.

o Edward D Manuel, Ct , Tehono O’odham Natian
Riuta Martnez, Charr, Natural Resouees Committee, Tohono O'odham Legislative Cauncil
Petey Ruuz, Director, Tohono O'odham Natural Resources Department
Jonathan Jantzen, Assistant Attorney General, Tohono O'adhum Naoon
Peter Steere, Manages, Tohiono O'odham Culhurel Affiirs Program
John Hervert, Anzona Game & Fish Department

2 Arnencan Indlan Tribal Rights  Federal-Triva Trust Responsibdbes and the Endangered Speces AL Seeretanal Order 3206 sionad
June 1997 pvl) S5 Secrey of Intence and U S Secretary of Canvmerce.
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February 16, 2000

Gall Atcheson

Field Manager

Bureau of Land Management
2555 East Gila Ridge Road
Yuma, AZ 85365

RE: EA-AZ-050-99-045 Sonoran Pronghom Habitat Forage Enhancement

Dear Ms. Atcheson:

The following comments are being submitted concerming the proposed Sonoran Pronghorn
Habutat Forage Enhancement project within the Bary M Goldwater Range

1. Socloeconomic impacts: The proposed vegetation plots within the Barry M Goldwater
Ranga may be affected indirectly by two Daines that are proposed to be developed n the
area, One Dairy 1s to be developed off of Aztec Road, Exit 73 south of Interstate Highway
8 and the second off of Spat Road, Exit 78 south of interstate 8 Both Dairy sites will have
developed waters and cultivated crops that may lure the antelope to the Dairy areas
because of easy access to feed and water sources |f the Pronghorn Antelope are drawn
to the cultivated lands they could become a nuisance to the farmers aspecially if the
amimals start grazing crops. In the event of these wildlife encroachments farmers may find
themselves in the position of wanting to eliminate the nuisance themselves

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPME%I_J('.&E;—.NE(\\/ICES (520 3r0ca300 Gall Atcheson, Bureau of Land Management February 11, 2000 Pg
2703 S. Avenue B ¢ Yuma, Anizona 853641!° "~ pax (s20) 726-5626
SUFTID a A e 3. Wildhife Issues:

A The mortality rates of young antelope needs to be further investigated Perhaps farens
investigation of the carcass for respiratory damage could be done In the desert area, tt
Desert Tortaise, dogs, cats and humans are prone to vanous respiratory diseases thes

diseases may also affect young antelope.

B. Predation by coyotes in the area is a valid cancemn and they indeed could contnbute:
the martality of young antelope Area sheep ranchers have reported that a pnvately hire
trapper has trapped more than 125 coyates tn the Mohawk Valley, Tacna, Weliton an
Dome Valley area in the past four months There has been trapping of wild dogs A loc:
sheepman claims that the increase in coyotes migrating into populated areas and attackin
domesticated livestack 1s due to drought In the desert

C. The Farage Enhancement Project seems very wviable Increasing the Sonorz
Pronghomn Antelope populations to the point of being able to transplant populations ar
to take the Sonoran Pronghorn Antelope off the U S Fish and Wildlife Service Threatene
and Endangered Species Listts veryimportant  Also, having targe populations of Sonora
Pronghom Antelape that could be abserved in the County could enhance the Eco-touns:

Industry In Yuma County

Wa support the Sonoran Pronghom Habitat Forage Enhancement Project and encourag
the development of similar sites within the National Wildife Refuges that could be futur

transplant sites for the Sonoran Pronghom Antelope

If there are any questions conceming this reply contact me, (520) 329-2300 ext 173, FA
(520) 317-8302 or E-mail address is gaga@dds co yurna az us

Stncerely,
2. Air Quality and Health Issues: The proposed buming of creasate bush is a concern only
in the patentia! health hazard exposure to those individuals who are burning the creosote m )
they may !nhale fumes causing respiratory infection. Also, those persons that will . 7

Gall Gallagher

disturbing the soll around the creosote bush need to be made aware that the soll under

and around tha creosote bush habitat 1s the micro environment for the fungus, Cocciodios

immitus that causes Valley Feverin hun}gns and dogs, 1t 18 advisable that persons working
¥

Environmental Planner

Enclosures’ (1)

2 ( around the area where thare are newly disturbed soil sites wear protective masks so not

to breath in fugitive dust that could eontain cocci and cause Valley Fever ce, Harold Aldneh

Monty Stanshury
There is an attached information pamphlet to provide to the field personnel working on the GGlgy
project L021100g9
g \officeicor taghersapranietopeea wpd

Monty M Stansbury Cuntis Canstar Rogar A Pattarsan PE Roger E Schoannar PE
Planaing Director Chlef Bullding Offictal County Engineer Mananerkngineer
Planning & Zoning Building Salety Enginesnng Oivision Flaag Control Distncy

(5203 329 2300 {520) 229-2290 {520) 3258 2300 {520) 329 2302
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Enviranmental Assessment N
Sonoran Pronghorn Forage Enhancements Lifgza &y 19

S L
We welcome your comments on the draft environmental assessment for proposed
experimental forage enhancements for the endangered Sonaran pronghom.

You can write your comments below and either submit them to us tomght, or you may mail 1t
to us at the address shown below  You can also submit more comments later 1f you wish, but
they must be received before the comment penod ends on March 24, 2000 Mailed comments
postmarked on March 24th will be accepted

Mail comments to:

Field Manager

Bureau of Land Management y AJH’:K%%SEQ%ENE
2555 East Gila Ridge Road 13477 EAST 44TH DRIVE
Yuma AZ 85365 YUMA, ARIZONA 85367-6351

Name: TP M Eretiopnde”
Address: 45U Hg¥ Twre anlJ Az FS3€T

Comments: L o0 qopocas 7o (HE FLoPatdd ZpmdCAry Prosecst,

-
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Bnan F Dolan
511 E Robena Curcle
Tucson, Anzona §5704

March 21, 2000

Ms. Gail Acheson, Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Yuma Field Office

2525 Gila Ridge Road
Yuma, AZ 86365

Re:  Sonoran Pronghom Forage Enhancement Project
Draft EA-AZ-050-99-045

Dear Gail,

Thank you for allowng me the opporwunity to review the Draft Environmental Assessment
for the Sonoran Pronghom Forage Enhancement Project (EA-AZ-050-99-045). [ also
enjoyed attending the pubhe meenng held in Tucson on February 2, 2000 From the
matcnal recetved and the informanon provided at the public meeung [ offer the tollowing
comments for your constderaoon,

1 fully suppor the Recovery Team's proposcd acuon under Altemanve A" for habat
forage enhancements on the Barry M Goldwater Range Proacuve management acavines
for the endangered Sonoran pronghom are long overdue and [ believe that these study plots
are a very important first step

I must express my disappointment that the United States Fish and Wildhifc Service
(USFWS) 1s not allowing any of the study plots to be located on the Cabeza Prieta refuge.
Since the Cabeza contans a significant portion of the pronghom's pnimary range 1t appears
obvious that some, if not all, of the study plots should be located on the refupe. In denying
this aliemanve 1t 1s apparent that the USFWS s hindening the efforts and objectives of the
Recovery Team and could hikely compronuse the goal ot mcreasing fawn recrmtment. This
resmicnon 1s unnecessary and 1s contrary to the overall mission of the USFWS The final
EA should allow for implementation ot forage enhancement on any pornan of the Cabeza
Pricta NWR as determined necessary by the Recovery Team

T am similarly concerned that the Tacucal Range alternanive could not be pursucd. Loupuny
this resmcnon with that of the Cabeza has lirmited the project to the northwestem most
extremity of the pronghorn's range. {f we were truly interested in the recovery of the
pronghom one would think that we would be performng these sudy plots where they
would do the most good. It almost seams as though the locanons were determined on the
basts of administranve convenience rather than where they would offer the most benefit to

the project.

Regardless of my concerns, I hope that the project, as presently outlined. can begin
implementation at the earliest possible opporrunity.

Sincerely, -
Bei Dol - 5
Bran F Dolan T



March 11, 2000

Mike Seldman
6236 S. 10th St.
Phoenix, AZ 85040

Susanna Henry

Bureau of Land Management
Yuma Fleld Office

2555 E. Glla Ridge Rd.

Yuma, AZ 85365

Re: Sonoran Pronghorn Hahitat Forage Enhancement

Dear Ms. Henry:

I recognize the good Intentions of the BLM and AZGF Departments.
Sonoran pronghorn populations are low and recrultment lately has been
poor. Still, | am deeply disturbed by this proposal. It seems to be maore of
the kind of Intervention into natural processes that created the problem.
Even more worrisome to mae, It represents another sad step toward the
domestication of wild landscapes. This proposal Is single-species
management with a vengeance~~ transforming an ecosystem to henefit
one species. | do not find this to be an acceptable trade~off. Our meddling
is part of the problem and the solution cannot ba more of the same. Truly
protecting specles will require, not mare ecosystem manlpulation, but
changes In human activities and life styles to those that support thriving
ecosystems. This Is my deep view of the subject. The rest of this letter is
quibbling ever detalls.

The EA says that reductions In thétamount and quality of habitat has
resulted In low pronghorn poputations but the numbers say something
different: poputations are higher than they were back In 1924; no steady
decrease Is shown, How do we know that the little recruitment the last
couple of years Is not simpy natural variation In an extremely arid
environment? Naturail cycles have been operating on these animals for
thousands of years. Adult pronghorn are falrly long~lived; won't females
successfully reproduce when the rains come again? | do not like

7|

1

experimenting with these animals.

The EA says nathing about the population in Mexico which | belleve
contains more, perhaps twice as many, animails. Is the State putting as
much effort Into malntaining corridors between the US and Mexlico as it Is
willing to put Into habitat manipulatlons? What are the differences In
habitat between the US and Mexico? Why do Sonoran pronghorn appear

to be doing better there?

Fragmentation-~ obstacles to movement and/or recolonization-- and not
habltat per se, may be the catse of low populations. 500 animals Is a neat
optimal number {n the abstract but Is there any evidence that 500 animals
ever llved In the area of Arizona that Sonoran pronghorn are currently
confined to or that the area and habltat can support that many
prongharn without movement to and from Mexico?

Pronghorn numbers have not Increased In most other areas of the state,
e.g. the Empire Ranch or Buenos Alres, and In fact pronghorn numbers
have been decreasing all through the west, perhaps from drought. !
haven’t heard forage enhancement suggested elsewhere,

The claim is made that “two consecutive productlive rainfall seasons are
rare In the Sonoran desert, leading to the need for management”. Thisls
the sort of statement | find troubling. | don't see that the conclusion
fallows from the premise. And 1 don't like the casual smugness with
which the need for heavy management Is invoked. This Is a desert,
Animais have lived In it for thousands of years and are adapted to arldity.
Of course most species will Increase thelr numbers following wet years
and decline with 10ss of productivity after dry years (or a series of dry
years). This |s the natural course of things In the desert (as elsewhere),
One gets the impression reading this document that the agencles resent
the desert hecause of that varlability and hetlieve their job Is to smooth
it out (I.e. make the desert something else) ! Water may be the lImiting
factor for desert game species but that's what makes It a desert. Let It be
a desert and not a game ranch. There is no proof that Sonoran pronghorn
even need to drink water.

And this project Is likely to change the ecosystem In some ways.
Predators for instance are likely to benefit as well as pronghorn. In
denying that more water may lead to Increased predation, the claim is
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made that habitat condltlon is more important to fawn survival than
predation. This may be so but It misses the point that more water might
draw In more predators, as they will benefit from the water and learn to
expect to find prey animals there. In additlon, exotle plants such as
Brassjca or buffel grass may well establish themselves on the disturbed
sites.

What If the project succeeds, If pronghorn numbers-=- and perhaps other
species' numbers—— are made artificlally hlgh? Will we commit to
sustaining these practices Into the far future to support a population
completely dependent on peopie? The State might just as well transplant
all Sonoran pronghorn into a grassland someplace or bring them Into
captivity forever! It seems we are more disposed to do either of those
things than confront the real issue of human encroachment into thelr
habitat,

1 thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Slncer_‘ely, .

Mike Seldman
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Re Draft Environmental Assessment No EA-AZ-050-99-045 Sonoran Pronghifm it
Forage Enhancement Project TR

Dear Ms Acheson:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed the draft Environmental
Assessment (EA), dated February 2000, to enhance the quahity of habutat for the Sonoran
pronghorn within the Barry M Goldwater Range (BMGR)  Consistent with the Revised
Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan and recommendations from the Sonoran Pronghom Recovery
Implementation Team, this project would create high-quality habitat and provide a temporary
supply of free-standing water for Sonoran pronghom on the BMGR

The Department supports proactive habitat management for the Sonoran pronghom, and we
apprectate the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) effons n developing this draft - As you
hnow, the Department has been involved in the development of this EA and we support the
existing collaborative efforts to develop habitat improvement projects that are consistent with the
recovery goals for Sonoran pronghorn  The Department would like to meet with BLM to discuss
the Proposed Action and other alternatives specific to water delivery, prior to finalizing the EA

We look forward to working cooperatively with the invalved agencies to implement this habrat
enhancement project for the Sonoran pronghomn  Please contact John Hervert at (520) 342-0091
1o thscuss this project and 1ssues associated with providing water to the expenmental torage

plots Thank you

Sincercly

ﬂ//fgwj//

%
Duane . Shroufe (’4}/
Director
ce John Kennedy, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor, Habitat Branch

John tlervert, Wildhfe Program Manager, Region 1V, Yuma



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE Comtnents on the Environmental Assessment for the
Sonoran Pronghorn Forage Enhancement Project

AIR EQUCATION AND YRAINING COMMAND
28-Febh-00

# | Page | Limme | Section | Comment Reviewer

9 a erq 2o Substantive Comments
- i 1 3 15-18 TA. Per HQ AETC/JAV, transter of natural and cultural | M Erwin

MEMORANDUM FOR 56 RMO/ESM resources management responstbiity to MCAS and
LAFB occurred with passage of legislatton  What

FROM: HQ AETC/CEVN occurs over next two years 15 relinqmshment of non-
266 F Street West renewed lands, Note CPNWR 1s managed by USFWS
Randolph AFB TX 78150-4319 This needs to be more fully explaned  Perhaps
figures, which | don't have, already do Same comment

apphesto [II E
24-27 IC. EA states project 1s in conformance, but how? Briefly } M Erwin
summanze land use plan(s), so readers can see how
project fits into big picture '

EA states project is consistent with other plans, but | M Erwin
reader must take this on futh  What do other plans
envision for project area”? Briefly summanze other

SUBJECT: Draft Sonoran Pronghom Forage Enhancement Project Environmental
Assessment (EA)

[
£

1. We reviewed the subject document, and our comments are attached. In general, the

document analyzes environmental tmpacts of the proposed project, but it 1s short on some 5 3 TN )

important detarls. For example, what 1s the duration of proposed project? Who decides '

the stze of buffers around cultural resources sites? Who wall make these decisions (at a

minimum, attribute decisions to respective agenctes)? Addressing these sorts of lans. so readers can draw their own conclusions

questions and our other comments will improve the understanding of the project by both " 5 5 TA E‘, Fu T T32715 ot 19 Evidentl i T E

the general public and the decision-makers. ) Oonlusing. =13 (not 14)  Evidently one plot min
contains two sites  Needs better explanation

5 5 17-21 A Project Duration

2 Please forward our comments, along with yours, to the Bureau of Land Management iy " "

(BLM) for incorporation mto the docug-nem. %"hen, after appropriate legal review and Line ,1)7 What “range?" BMGR? Or SPH habuat

staffing, the Finding of No Significant Impact can be jointly signed by the two agencies E‘i':]ieis What “removals?” Removals of what?

3. Should you have any questions or require further informatton, please eall our POC, Line 19-21. Who decides when to discontinue? How
1§ success or tneffectiveness determined”?

Ms Manion Erwin, HQ AETC/CEVN, SN 487-3656
5 " n. HQ CE at DSN 487-3 6 5 38-45 LA Creosote Removal
Line 38 Who decides size of buffer around cultural

resources? How 1s stze of butfer determined” (1 don’t
(S have Fig 2 wiuch may provide explanation )
“RUSSEL T. FARRINGER, IIT Line 42, What s definition of “near
“  Acting Chief, Environmental Planning Branch Line t!S Remgvmg"cl‘tﬂJSOtEs with propane torch
Environimental Diviston doesn’t sound "easy™ to me
Directorate of The Crvil Engineer 7 6 3-21 Il A | Water Appheation
- Line 3 Are there control plots? Would vegetation on

Attachment: unwatered side of road be control? If so, this needs o
Comments N be explained.

; Line 15 What are specific goals for each plot? Will
there be different watering regimes to effect a range of
vegetanion density (lushness)?

Line 21 Whats defimition of "in the area””

26 IrA Native Seedmg  What 1s definttion of “enough” | M Envin
forage”
. 18 ITA Planting/Irnigation What 15 imigation  regime? M Lrwin
' Nighttime? Daytme? Automanc tumer”  Moisture

5or probes?

M Erwin

M Erwin

M Erwin

7
14332

ce:
HQ AETC/IAV
BLM (Yuma) w/o atch
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ILA.

Water diversion  manipulations, What  are
“radinonal Tohono O’odham farming techniques?”

M

Lrwin

Frwin

Comments on Format

ITA.

Camping/Staging Areas. Five sites are located within
MCAS junsdiction, but no funding 15 being offered by
MCAS Or USFWS, who are charged with recovenng
species. That doesn't seem nght.

ITB.

Alternative B.. At end of project, what 1s planned
disposition of wells and their associated appurtenances”?
Left in place? Pulled? Plugged? Capped?

M

Erwin

10

k1

IIF.

Cultural Resources Who 1s deciding si1ze of butfer(s)
around cultural resource(s)? Why hasnt size of
buffer(s) already been determined? When will deciston

be made?

M

Erwin

14

12,
22

.

Recreation

Line 12. | thought there was one access permit system
This sounds hke there are at least three permits
required.  Wouldn't permt(s) also be needed from
AGFD (for hunung) and/or USFWS (for access to
CPNWR)? Needs better explanation

Line 22. ldentify accessible sites.

M

Crwin

VA2

Disease: Last two sentences in first paragraph seem to
contradict each other. Be consistent.

Erwin

IV A.8)

Recreation.  Contradiction,  Here six sites are
accessible In Sec 111 J, only four sites are accessible.
Why difference?

M

Lrwin

IVB 1)

Soils and Vegetation Another contradiction  Here s1x
sites are 0015 km®. In Sec Il A, there are only four
such small sites. Why difference?

M

I rwin

V.I6)

Climate and Air Quahty: Also less carbon monoxide
€missions

M

Erwin

21,
23

IVC.

Cumulative [mpacts

Line 21+ Shouldn’t National Guard and Reserves also
be hsted?

Line 23, Delete “testing and "

M

Crwin

20

24

FONSI

Decision, For Central San Cnstobal, 151t T 1085 as
here, or T. 95 as in Table 1?

M

Erwin

21

23

36

FONSI

Rahonale for Decision.  -Barry Goldwater Last
Habitat Management Plan” is not even mentioned 1n
Environmental Assessment

M

Crwin

24 3 7 TA When first used, spell out what acronym “CIDESON" | M Lrwin
stands for,
25 5 5 ITA Change “Goldwater Air Force Range” 1o just M Erwin
“Goldwater Range "
26 5 a7 mTA Change “fire and evidenced” to “fire as evidenced ” M Erwin
kY i 30 Inc “Forgone” (gone befare) 1s not correct word M Erwin
Opportunities are sull there, they just won't be tahen
advantage of at this time
28 9 22 TD5 | Delete “in” between “assists” and “the pronghorn ™ M Erwir
29 9 27 MM A. | Correct “aluvium” to “alluvium.” M Enwin
307 11 11 1 Change “oceurs” to occur and ™1s” to “are™ to agree M Erwin
with piural subject.
31 11 41 M Change "lie’” fo “lies” to agree with singular subject M Erwin
27 4 8 TV A 2) | Correct “concensus” to “consensus M Enwvin
33 14 35, | 1V A.3) | Lane 35 Change “Goldwater Air Force Range™ to just | M Erwin
38 *Goldwater Range ”
Line 38 Shouldn’t these be included in “References
Cited™
EERIRE] 30 | IV A 8) | Correct “plotss” to “plots ” M Lrwin
35 15 18 VA Add "ol at end of line between ~amounts” and “Sahara | M Erwin
10) mustard "
361 15 45 IV A. | Change “plots” to “plot ™ M Erwin
11)
37| 16 2-3 IVA Second sentence 1s moomplete . what would “establish | M Erwin
11) the temporary free-water system ™ [t 1s not “burmng,”
as currently written
38 16 22 TV B 2) | Add "of between "establishment” and “additional ™ M Erwin
39 17 17 TV . | Add “be" between “expected to™ and “the same " M Erwin
10)
A0 25 19 App A | 2. Hp Change “preformed” to “performed M Enwin
41 25 38 App A | 4. Hy Change “verses” to “versus " M Erwin
42 - - - Will vs. Would; Document sounds like decision has M Erwvin
already been made because of hberal use of *will”
when “would" should be used
43 - - -- Utility of document could be improved by pdding such | M Erwir

niceties as page numbers, table of contents, table
companing alternatives, executive summary, and
ahstract

22

25

App A

1. 1l;, What are “anovas?" Or SANOVAS,” asin 4
Hy”

M

Frwin

Permuts  Are any permits required to mmplement
project?  Are permils required to mstall wells 1

Alternative B?

M

Lrwin




Yuma Valley Rod & Gun Club, Inc.

INCORPORATED Receweg

Rt 2 Box 641F ~ZPued VUM ORGANIZED BLM Yurz 2
85339 . = R, .
Laveen, AZ NS B =) '-1936 1938 Init ~
March 2, 2000 C o LneTEIT _____FMM’ S
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. °T3
TO Author's of Sonaran Pronghorn Habutat Forage Enhancement POST OFFICE BOX {0430 * YUMA, ARIZONA 85364 E;;M —_—
Siar 1
. Ms Gail Acheson, Manager February 10, 2000¢s,, CT'_

1 have recerved and reviewed a copy of the draft environmental assessment Sonoran Bureau of Land Management e o T ——
Yuma Field Otfice I e —

Pronghorn Habutat Forage Enhancement  To my knowledge this project adequately 2525 Gila Ridge Road g T
Yuma, AZ 86365 Otar ——————

addresses the need to improve fawn survival of the endangered Sonoran pronghom et TR —

\ RE Support For Environmental Assessment For Sonoran Pronghem Habitat Forage
population within the Barry M Goldwater Range 1 would also hike to express my Enggncement Project (EA-AZEIOSZ-QQ-MS) 9 ! g

nterest in volunteering to participate i this project I additional volunteers are needed
Dear Gail,

n the near future (i ¢, before mid-May), I could relay information to members of our
On hehalf of the Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club (YVRGC), | would flike to thank you for the

opportunity and for providing members of your staft to participate in the public meeting regarding the

iat} i tal Resources Student Association, ERSA)  Please
student association (Environmental Resou tuden ! ) forage enhancement project presented to the publbic on 2/09/00 at the Yuma Fieid Office 15 our
L, p 1 Thank belief, all stakeholders who have an interest in the recruitment of pronghem, thus ncreasing the
wform me of any develapments on this project or any need for volunteers ank you population by providing forage and water, support this project This was clearly apparent when

attendees of the meeting questioned the Recovery Team having to wait the next 60 to 90 days for
the NEPA process to allow for the necessary signatures on the Record of Decistan it should be
known those presenting (AGFD, USAF, BL.M) made It very clear the process was not going to be

accelerated It was also noted and made clear that it is imperative to fully complete the process to

‘W/// M’\Dﬁﬂ’f‘mefj JE- ensure iigation would not impede the project P P P
It should be further noted attendees addressed the 1ssue of the Recovery Team not having
William D Soplmers v permission at this ume to impiement this project as proposed on refuge lands It 1s our belef, Mr
(vnlham sommersiasu edu) Don Tiler, Manager of the Cabeza National Wildiife Refuge (Cabeza) will probably be recewing
Sentor, Environmental Resources letters asking for the United States Fish and Wildhfe Service to join in the Recovery Team's efforts
Arzona State Universuty East to enhance Sonoran Pronghom with this project on the Non- Wildemess portions of the Cabeza

Mesa, Arizona 85212 immedately

We thank you in advance knowing your's and Colonel White's signature will appear where necessary
to fully implement this project as soon as possible We further respectfully request for your support
to the fullest extent possible, ensunng immediate allowance for implementation of forage

pP\ enhancement {or Sonoran Pronghorm on Cabeza
b
~ Singoret
2 W 4
(el

— - A 72/7/ fj/—’_
= Jon Fugate, Chairman
- Legisiative Affairs

' THE ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT IS FINANCED | 00% BY THE REVENUE FROM HUNTING AND FlfHING LICENSFS
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Greetings,
On February ninth of this year several of our members and myself

attended a pubhc hearning concerning the sonoran pronghorn habytat forage
enhancement issue. In all candor I must confess that we were prepared 1o
lock horns and do battle with what we expected to be another remote and
haughty body of bureaucrats bent on dictating more resource withdrawal

from public use.
Instead we were pleasantly surpnsed to find the presentanon and
presenters franght with gemnne concern of not only their charge but the

concerns of we citizens.

Gifford Pinchont , the first chief of the Forest Service , comed the
word , Conservatiomst , he defined it as the wise use of a natural product
The project presented exemplifies that paradigm , employing common
sense , long range consideration of aspects of flora , fauna , and the

commumity of humnanity that coexist 1n that same environment.
If management of our resources 1s to be conducted thus , then we

whole heartedly endorse that program.
/ 4—“4"

Dale M. Marler, President, Yuma Chapter
PftUS.A.
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LETTER |1 - LAND & WATER FUND OF THE ROCKIES

1 -“...that BLM should first construct and operate a forage enhancement plot" and "BLM’s
failure to analyze this more modest approach would violate NEPA."

A single plot, in an experimental setting or not, does not address the immediacy of the project
and will not provide enough quality information. Without replicates, there is little scientific
evidence (rigor) to be gamed by the experiment. A single plot will provide little or no nutritional or
water benefits to the pronghorn population {especially outside pronghom habitat) and can be missed

by rainfall events entirely by chance for years on end. This project is targeted to provide both
information and resources to pronghorn now.

2 - “...plot...operated for an entire year”

The design does not require the plot to be operated for any longer than the forage stays green
and can be utilized by pronghom. The mtention is to produce forage in late spring-early summer.
Operation outside this time period is not within the study design.

3 - “..there is no evidence ... that the methods it (BLM) proposes to use will result in an
increase in forage for Sonoran pronghorn...”

This statement is contrary to the natural experiment played out every wet winter in the
Sonoran desert. It is the foundation of our spectacular wildflower blooms. The design will attempt
to mimic these wet conditions that lead to spring production. Experts from the Desert Botanical
Garden, Wild Seed, and the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum have agreed that our methodology is
sound and that some reasonable expectation of forage production will follow. The study design 1s
two-fold - to see how well the technique works ( and how to refine it), and see if pronghom will use
these areas Production of substantial amounts of forage is not a goal of the project and 1s
superfluous relative to 130 pronghorn ranging over 2,000,000 acres.

4 - “...this project will cause irreparable harm to an extensive region of fairly pristine desert.”

Use of the words “urreparable” and “extensive” are relative when discussing the magnitude of
this project. The real impacts of the project are both small and temporary for the most part. The
revised Proposed Action mvolves only 18.5 acres of surface disturbance (irrigated areas) over 10
plots. Thinning/creosote removal will occur on 8.03 km?, but it is not a complete removal. This
acreage totals less than 1984 acres in over 2,000,000 acres (0 09 percent) of Sonoran pronghorn
habitat; and an even smaller percentage of the Sonoran desert. Some loss of creosote (a common
resource) is acceptable when preserving an endangered species.

5 - “...this project opens an enormous door for non-native invasive species...”
The Proposed Action has been modified so that no commercial seed would be used and
includes the removal of bufflegrass. We believe that there are plenty of natural seed sources out

there (taking a lesson from the natural experiment). This removes the greatest potential for
introduction of additional non-native invasive species.

6 - “What are the specific goals for each plot?”
There are no plot-specific goals, nor were there any meant to be portrayed in the Proposed
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Action. The overall study goals have been reduced and refined. The experimental rigor has been
changed to reflect the fact that we could probably not determine what benefits resulted from
particular treatments. The current study design reflects the expected combined effects of openness,
water, and green forage. The study would not determine single effects of each treatment.

7 - “Does BLM have an idea about how frequently water will have to be applied to achieve a
specific goal?”

The Proposed Action has been expanded to describe watering frequency.

8 - Seed questions

No commercial seeding, see #5. The Proposed Action continues to include the potential to
gather and use seeds from native plants at or near the plots.

9 - “consider a meaningful range of alternatives..."

A meaningful range of alternatives is considered in the revised Environmental Assessment.
A “meaningful” range of alternatives must address the question at hand (pronghom fawn mortality).

The Proposed Action investigates and partially implements steps 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 of the Sonoran
Pronghom Recovery Plan.

10 - Discussion of the need for an EIS related to significant impacts to the human environment.
(A) - “habitat manipulation... on an area nearly 4 square miles?”
See discussion of “extensive” in #4 above

(B) - “construction of up to 50 “small” dams.”
This element has been removed from the Proposed Action, due to its inappropriateness for

nearly all of the revised Proposed Action’s selected sites (1t was to be used on only 5 of the 14 sites
in the draft Environmental Assessment). It has been retained in the Alternatives section.

(C) - “using backhoes and other heavy equipment to excavate earth...”

The use of heavy equipment is a temporary impact to the environment as analyzed in the
Environmental Consequences.

(D) - “thousands of truck trips...”

The Proposed Action has been revised to use a sprinkler system with wells at seven of the

plots, greatly reducing the number of vehicle trips required. The number of plots has also been
reduced from 14/15 to 10.

-

(E) - “thousands of vehicle trips (or more) for monitoring...”

The great majority of the monitoring information will be gathered from the radio-tracking
flights that already occur. Use of the plots by pronghorn can be determined from the air or from
remote cameras. Thousands of vehicle trips for monitoring is not a substantial part of the

Proposed Action. We will not jeopardize the potential for success of this study with substantial
disturbance.

(F) - “in Alternative B, the construction of up to 6 water wells, including noisy gasoline pumps,
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without any commitment to remove these facilities when the project is over (whenever that is),
and without any consideration of impacts to the local aquifer or hydrology in this desert
environment?”

Alternative B from the draft Environmental Assessment has been modified to be part of the
Proposed Action in the revised Environmental Assessment. A sprinkler system would be operated
from a distance to minimize human presence and noise at the plots. Removal of the systems may or
may not be appropriate depending upon the results of the study. Hydrologists have been contacted

and impacts to the groundwater have been analyzed and addressed in the revised Environmental
Assessment.

(G) - “the potential for introduction and enhancement of exotic Sahara mustard...”

Sahara mustard 1s extant (in patches) throughout the Sonoran desert; the activities of the
Proposed Action are expected to have no impact on its distribution or spread.

(H) - “an experiment of indefinite (and potential (sic) infinite) duration.”

The Proposed Action now includes a time schedule. The ultimate duration of the project is
discussed under Cumulative Impacts.

11 - “degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be
highly controversial”

The Proposed Action is not controversial or contentious among the community of Sonoran
pronghorn experts including the Sonoran Pronghorm Recovery Team. Neither Mr. Broyles nor Mr.
Gunn are recognized Sonoran pronghorn experts. Mr. Broyles' 1995 article in The Wildlife Society
Bulletin is an opinion piece, not a peer-reviewed study. Mr. Broyles more recent study with Ms.
Tricia Cutler {The Wildlife Society Bulletin, 1999) concerns desert bighorn sheep and water.

Opinion aside, it is circular reasoning to argue that limited research has not shown water to be
important to desert wildlife (desert bighom in the above-mentioned paper) - so we should not do
more research that might show importance. Sonoran pronghorm have been observed drinking water,
and numerous peer-reviewed studies on the American subspecies of pronghorn have shown water to
be beneficial to pronghorn. The Interior Board of Land Appeals has ruled that “Mere differences of
opinion provide no basis for a reversal of BLM’s decision if the decision is reasonable and supported
by the record on appeal” (Weaver and Shaw vs. BLM, 1997).

12 - “Given that this project is an experiment, that its design is vague, that this is the first time
anything like this has been attempted on this scale for an endangered species, the impacts to
the desert environment and to the pronghorn itself are highly uncertain.”

See#10 and #11. The Proposed Action pales in comparison to the management required for
the California condor, black-footed ferret, Mexican wolf and red wolf. The Environmental
Assessment covers the impacts of the alternatives in the Environmental Consequences section.

13 - (from CEQ) “degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.”

There are no proposals beyond establishing and testing the 10 plots for up to 7 years. The
assertion that the Proposed Action “using habitat manipulation practices to create artificial habitats
to aid in the recovery of listed species” would “set a dangerous precedent” is not true. Intrusive,
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artificial management for endangered species is commonplace, and has been performed for several
species at the ultimate scale - the entire population (see above discussion). Reestablishment back to
the wild with these three species was accomplished with highly artificial home sites/acclimatization
pens and supplemental feeding. Similar transplant techniques have been used with whooping cranes,
bald eagles, and peregrine falcons. The latter two species have been recently delisted or downlisted.
Migratory waterfowl management for listed species (black brant or cackling Canada geese) or
species in trouble (Canvasback and Mexican duck) involves substantial habitat manipulation
(farming, artificial ponds, man-made nesting islands) and even predator control. Artifice should be
no barrier to endangered species recovery, and has not been.
A similar project, much more intrusive in nature, is currently being conducted in Mexico for
the endangered peninsular pronghorn (Cancino et al. 2000). There, pronghorn are in a large

enclosure (1 km?) set-up which provides security, green forage, and water in an effort to provide
healthy conditions that promote natality and recruitment.

14 - (from CFR) “whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant
but cumulatively significant impacts”

Other actions are addressed in the Cumulative Impacts section of the Environmental
Assessment, including the proposed transportation system.

The Recovery Team and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service both believe that the predicted
outcome of the Proposed Action will likely have a positive impact on Sonoran pronghom, essentially
lessening the apparent burden/negative cumulative impact facing them. Negative aspects, certainly
cumulatively negative impacts, concerning SP are not foreseen for this project. This project is in
response to the U.S Fish and Wildlife Services Biological Opimion for “Use of Ground-surface and
Airspace for Military Training on the Barry M. Goldwater Range which May Affect the Endangered
Sonoran Pronghorn” (2-21-96-F-094). The Proposed Action is in response to this Biological
Opinion which includes a “Take Statement.”

The call for “definitive information” in a cumulative effects analysis mvolving biological

elements is not consistent with a clause involving predicting the future, regardless of the Ninth
Circurt Court ruling (pp7).

15 - “the DEA contains no mention of the location of the proposed forage enhancement plots in
relation to ongeing military activities, particularly military training routes”

The Proposed Action selected sites for the plots in and near areas already used by Sonoran
pronghorn, even with the current military training and law enforcement activities. The military
training routes end once inside the Goldwater Range and the entire area is termed a MOA - Military
Operating Area, where planes go wherever they want. _

16 - “the DEA contains no mention of the extent to which the Border Patrol or other law
enforcement agencies use the routes off of which the forage plots will be constructed”

See #15. Border Patrol activities are not part of the Proposed Action, but are discussed in the
Cumulative Impacts section.

17 - Establishment of future pronghorn populations through transplants

Transplanting Sonoran pronghorn is not part of the Proposed Action or this Environmental
Assessment. Ifundertaken in the future, transplanting would require separate NEPA documents to
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be prepared.

18 - “the AGFD and BLM have, with respect to artificially provided water, begun to argue that
such provided water cannot ever be eliminated because illegal aliens have come to depend on
such water for survival.”

The draft Environmental Assessment contained no such language. Based on this comment,

we have added the possible use of the temporary free-standing waters by undocumented persons to
the Cumulative Impacts section.

19 - “...the extent to which the proposed action may result in the creation of a subpopulation of
Sonoran pronghorn who come to depend so heavily on the enhance (sic) forage plots at a
certain time of the year that they too will come to depend on these artificial habitats and may
be unable to survive without them...”

The plots fry to mimic or create the natural systems or habitat that these species need or
prefer - that are not present. But like nature, both the green-up areas and water will be ephemeral
and pronghorn will continue to wander in search of forage, just like they do now.

20 - “A detailed response...”
This is provided (Appendix C).

21 - “Notification of the public’s right to protest, appeal, or litigate the proposed action.”
This is done when the Record of Decision is issued.

22 - Recovery Implementation Team and NGO issues

The Service is represented on both the Recovery Team and Recovery Implementation Team
by members of both the Ecological Services and the Refuge sections (Cabeza Prieta National
Wildlife Refuge). This was an error of omission The NGO’s have had input into this project since
it was first included in the Recovery Plan. NGO’s were invited to participate on the Recovery

Implementation Team but declined when they found out that they could not be a part of the Recovery
Team due to FACA (Federal Advisory Committee Act)

23 - Holiwill Tank

This site was not an experiment, but showed that Sonoran pronghorn will use free-standing
water. It is but one site; one background data item. See also argument for circular reasoning in #11.

24 - “Are the 14 plots identified in the DEA the only possible locations...” B

The 10 plots remaining in the Proposed Action are the best locations for the plots, given the
areas we were allowed to work in. Offering 15 (or 10) other alternative sites would be creating
alternatives for alternatives sake, which is contrary to NEPA and CEQ guidance and ntent. The

decision-maker is of course allowed to select portions of the Proposed Action or otherwise modify it
in the Record of Decision.

25 - working/constructing near areas that Sonoran pronghorn are using
Disturbance from working in these areas will be minimized. The purpose of the study is to
determine if the plots will improve the fitness and recruitment of the Sonoran pronghorn that use
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them. If they are placed in areas that pronghom do not use, no test data will be gathered and no
benefits will accrue to the pronghom.

26 - Monitoring/Success determination

There will be an annual report prepared by AGFD This will supplement the Biological
Opinion reporting requirements of the Air Force and will help the Recovery Team in its mission.
The success or failure of the plots should be apparent when either pronghorn do or do not use (and
benefit) from the plots. The Proposed Action now includes a Schedule and a 7-year study window.
Success will be shown by pronghorn use of plots and increased fawn survival. Failure would be

shown with opposite or static trends. Negative impacts or lack of results may be difficult to attribute
to the study.

27 - Water Rights
This has been addressed in the revised EA.

28 - Site-specific data

The sites are similar with the same assemblages of plants, slopes, and aspects. Naturalness
will not be “degraded” at the plots. They will merely appear as if 1t has rained on the plots, much
like the mosaic that occurs every year with the sporadic and localized nature of desert rain.

29 - “The discussion of artificially provided water fails to cite or address adequately

information concerning the detrimental impacts of the same as disclosed in Broyles 1995
article.”

See #11 above

30 - Bees/native pollinators

This is discussed in the Environmental Consequences section of the Environmental
Assessment.

31 - “this project may destroy some of the natural values of ROADLESS areas”

This discussion is not germane to the Proposed Action in that no new roads are proposed or
associated with it. The use of existing roads is just that, and does not impair wilderness suitability.
Roadlessness is but one of the characters of wilderness. The discussion of the suitability of a
well-roaded active military gunnery range traversed at low-levels by supersonic flights of jet aircraft

belongs elsewhere. Military withdrawn lands were not considered for wilderness since military use
of the ground surface is felt to preclude wilderness.

=

LETTER 2 - DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE

1 - “Additional detail is required in the DEA to ensure that the public understands the
proposal and can prepare substantive comments on the environmental impacts of the proposed
action.” And “...the analysis of impacts should also be more detailed...”

The Environmental Assessment has been modified and refined to provide the decision- maker
and the public the best document possible, including a schedule, a simpler Proposed Action, a better

88



discussion of alternatives and their impacts.

2 - “the range of alternatives offered should be expanded to reflect a reasonable range of

alternatives” and Item 3 (range of alternatives on page 6 of Defenders letter).
See #9 in Letter 1.

3 - Item A (single plot, proeduction quantity) [also Item 2, page 4 of Defenders letter] and item
B (need for an EIS).

See #s 1, 2, 3, and 6 in Letter 1 dealing with single plot, validity of the technique, and
production. See #’s 10 through 18 in Letter 1 regarding the need for an EIS.

4 - Item C on page 2 and item E on page 8 dealing with Ak Chin farming techniques.
See #10B in Letter 1.

5 - Footnote about water quality.

Well water would be tested before 1t is used for irrigation or for free-standing water. Poor
quality water will not be used.

6 - D - utility and appropriateness of artificial water sources.

Sonoran pronghorn use of and need for free-standing water is poorly understood, largely
because their environment offers little opportunity to use it and even less opportunity for people to
study that use. It is apparent that some pronghorn do not use free-standing water for months at a
time. Itis also known that pronghom drink regularly from some sources of free standing water (e g,
HE Hill). We believe that the consumption of free-standing water increases the fitness level of those
mdividuals who utilize it, and this hypothesis 1s well documented 1n the literature 1n relation to the

American subspecies of pronghorn. We hope this study will add to that scant knowledge. See also
#’s 11 and 29 1n Letter 1.

7-D - “fundamental question of whether the manipulation of the environment is acceptable.”
As stated many times before by Defenders, the Endangered Species Act specifies that agencies
must do everything in their power to recover federally listed species. There should be no question

that manipulation of the environment is wholly appropriate in endangered species issues. See also
#’s 12 and 13 in Letter 1.

8 - “The tone of the DEA suggests that the agencies believe that this project is the only
legitimate means of recovering the population” and “to infer that this action is the last and
only hope for recovery is misleading and demonstrates the agencies’ unwillidgness to examine
their own actions.”

While this project is not the only legitimate means of recovering the pronghorn, 1t is the only
action under consideration for this Environmental Assessment. If this project or some form of it is

not enacted, an opportunity to effect positive change will likely be lost (“foregone”). See #9 below.
See also #13 in Letter 1.

9 - Other agency activities such as cattle grazing, military actions, road construction, speed
limits on SR 85 should be modified, AND Item D on page 8 of Defenders letter (land-use
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management).

This Environmental Assessment deals only with one aspect of Sonoran pronghorn recovery
efforts, the proposed action. It is not the purpose or intent of this Environmental Assessment to
analyze every possible action that could be enacted for Sonoran pronghom. The other mentioned
projects and processes are outside the scope of this proposed action and Environmental Assessment.

10 - “All of the agencies which have jurisdiction over human use of the range should establish
additional restrictions on when, where, and how the public can use the range.”

This is already the case for the majority of Sonoran pronghorn habitat, as the Air Force side
of the range is closed to nearly all public access west of SR 85. While this may be something

agencies could consider, it 1s beyond the scope of this Proposed Action and Environmental
Assessment. See #9 above.

11 - “Indeed, the Air Force Biological Opinion which first contemplates the enhancement of
forage production through supplemental watering calls for a test plot outside of pronghorn
habitat.”

The June 12, 1997, Biological Opinion (quoted in this comment) was a preliminary Opinion.
The final Opinion, dated August 27, 1997, states "the USAF will begin a pilot study determine if
supplemental watering of test plots will increase the amount and length of time forbs are present and

if Sonoran pronghorn will be attracted to and use these areas” (emphasis added) (Reasonable and
Prudent Measure No. 3-4.}. See also #’s 1 and 14 n Letter 1.

12 - Details on plot construction...informed and substantive public comment.

Details on plot construction and a general schedule have been added to the revised EA  See
also #1 of this letter.

13 - Criteria for continuing/terminating the study
See #’s 10H and 26 in Letter 1.

14 - “The DEA fails to disclose the existing density of creosote on each plot and what amount of
creosote will be destroyed within each area.”
This level of detail is not required by the decision-maker to make an informed decision.

Creosote 1s perhaps the most common plant in the Sonoran desert. This topic is sufficiently
described in both the Proposed Action and Environmental Impacts section.

N,

15 - Seeding discussion.
See #’s 5 and 8 in Letter 1.

16 - Range of alternatives and Suggested Alternatives.
See #’s 9 and 10 in Letter 1.

(A) - Creosote Burning.

This has been analyzed and added to the Alternatives Considered but Rejected section. See
this section of the EA for reasons. See also #6 in Letter 1.
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(B) - Forage Plots without Water.

This was in the draft EA and remains in the Alternatives Considered but Rejected section.
See this section of the EA for reasons. See #s6,9and 11 in Letter 1. See also #6 1n this letter.

(CO) - Artificial Feed.

This suggestion has been analyzed and added to the Alternatives Considered but Rejected
section. See this section of the EA for reasons. See also #19 in Letter 1.

(D) - Land-Use Management.
This has been discussed in previous comments See #’s 8, 9, and 10 in this letter.

(E) - Traditional Methods.
This has been discussed in previous comments. See #5 in this letter, 10B 1n Letter 1.

(F) - Cholla Planting.

This suggestion has been analyzed and added to the Alternatives Considered but Rejected
section.

17 - Predation.
The predator discussion has been expanded 1n the revised EA.

18 - Disease.
The disease discussion has been expanded in the revised EA.

19 - Footnote 3 on page 10
See #18 in Letter 1.

20 - Disturbance.

While it 1s true that some disturbance is possible, this will be minimized. The expected
benefits of the proposed action greatly outweigh the possible risks of disturbance to the pronghorn.
Pronghorn using the forage plots will be healthy and hydrated, reducing the negative effects of any
disturbance. Initial construction of the wells and creosote burning is scheduled for the summer and
fall, after the pronghorn birthing season. See #10C, D, & E, and #14 in Letter 1.

21 - Pronghorn Distribution.

The Proposed Action is anticipated to alter the short-term movements and habitat use of some
Sonoran pronghorn, while the forage plots are green, but will not affect the overall distribution of
pronghorn. Iffavorable habitat conditions exist near HE Hill or other areas on the Tactical Ranges,
some pronghorn may still use these areas. See also #19 in Letter 1.

Competition with desert mule deer, and desert bighomn sheep issues have been added to the
Environmental Consequences (Wildlife) section of the revised EA. Detrimental effects to
pronghorn from legal mule deer or bighorn hunting are not anticipated. See also # 21 in Letter 4.

22 - Precedent.
See #13 in Letter 1. The establishment of critical habitat or conservation agreements are
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tools that can still be used in the future if necessary.

23 - Desert Ecology.

The plots will mimic the ephemeral bloom of wet years . These plots will not upset or alter
the ecology of the Sonoran desert. They are site-specific, manipulated plots with discrete impacts
totaling <2000 acres over 10 plots, inside portions of the 2,000,000 acre distribution of Sonoran

pronghomn. To attribute significant negative changes 1n floral or faunal composition from this study
1s unfounded. See also #’s 4 and 12 in Letter 1.

24 - Soils.

The anticipated effect on soils is described in the Environmental Consequences section of the
revised EA. Minimal loss of some cryptobiotic soils 1s anticipated during some phases of the
proposed action; over time, it will regrow. We do not anticipate so1l erosion from this loss due to
increased vegetative growth on the plots and the relatively level plane of the plots.

25 - Cumulative Impacts.

The Cumulative Impact analysis has been expanded in the revised EA. See also #14 in Letter
1

26 - “the need to radio-collar additional prenghorn in their cumulative impact analysis.”

This concern has been added to the Cumulative Impacts section. The U.S. Fish and Whldlife
Service has permitted the AGFD to radio-collar up to 10 percent of the adult population. There are
1o plans to exceed this 10 percent level to aid in momtoring the study.

LETTER 3 - FRIENDS OF CABEZA

These responses also apply to an additional letter also submitted by Bill Broyles, which has
the same comments in different order.

1 - “...we think it best to farm for Sonoran pronghorn starting with a 2 acre plot instead of
2500 acres.”

See #1 in Letter 1.

2 - “Where have such plots worked?”

See #3 in Letter 1. This same general technique is currently being used successfully in Baja
California, Mexico, with the endangered peninsular pronghorm.

3 - “...this project will cause irreparable harm to an extensive region of fairly pristine desert.”

See#’s 4 and 5 in Letter 1. We repeatedly attempted to contact Dr. Richard Felger (quoted in

this comment) but despite numerous phone and email messages at his home and office, he did not
return the calls.

4 - “What plant species are you prometing?”
Commercial seeding has been dropped from the Proposed Action. See #8 in Letter 1. The
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proposed project is to germinate and maintain the species of plants that are already present in the
project areas.

5 - “What percentage of the pronghorn’s diet do these species comprise?”
A large variety of herbaceous forbs make up the majority of pronghorn diet, when these

plants are available. The relative percentage of individual species of plants is not that important, in
that green forage is preferable over scarce, dry forage.

6 - Seeding questions.

The Proposed Action of the Environmental Assessment has been revised to include additional
details. A seed drill was never proposed 1n the draft EA See also #7 in Letter 1.

7 - “What plants do pronghorn fawns traditionally rely on during the dry/hot time between
weaning and the summer monsoons?”

As in other times of the year, pronghorn, including newly-weaned fawns, select the most
palatable forage available.

8 - “How long did the effect of a 2-inch watering last in a desert environment?”
The Tevis (1958) study is background and will not be repeated with this study The 2-inch

rain was applied twice to dying plants and most completely revived and resumed growing. As stated
in the EA, with adequate water, some plants can “perennate” and live for 2 years.

9-E,F, and G - Seeding questions

No commercial seeding 1s proposed. The Proposed Action of the Environmental Assessment
has been revised to include additional details.

10 - “gardener talk.”
The revised EA has been modified to reflect the expert opinion of several horticulturists.

11 - "...reasons why some places seem to be preferred feeding grounds for pronghorns..."
Based on the best available research, the availability of a combination of nutritious forage,

open space, and water combine to create favorable conditions for pronghom. This is what is
proposed to be provided under the Proposed Action.

12 - 3(A) - Costs.

The budget for the project is addressed under the Proposed Action in the Environmental
Assessment.

13 - 3(B) - Schedule.

The anticipated watering schedule is addressed under the Proposed Action in the
Environmental Assessment.

14 - 3(C) - Seed availability.
See #s 5 and 8 in Letter 1.
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15 - 3(D) - Yields.

We expect the plants in the seedbank to germinate, just as if it had rained. See also #6 in
Letter 1.

16 - 3(E) - Fertilizers.
Fertilizer 1s not a part of the Proposed Action.

17 - 3(F) - Hours and staff budgeted.

The description of the personnel involved and the hours are beyond the scope of the
Environmental Assessment.

18 - 4(A and B) - test plot.
See #1 in Letter 1.

19 - 4 (C) - cholla.
See # 16F in Letter 2.

20 - 4 (D) - Ak Chin farming.
See # 16E in Letter 2.

21 - 4(E) - “Why wouldn’t you keep them viable all year?”

The Proposed Action is targeting fawn survival at a specific time of the year. Operating the
plots year round would be unnecessarily expensive without any benefits to fawn recruitment.

22 - 4(F) - “The options should be more incremental.”
See #1 in Letter 1.

23 - 4(G) - “The options should include shutting down the entire Range to military ground or

air-to-ground activity. Another option should be to move these TAC Ranges out of pronghorn
habitat.”

These do not relate fo the Proposed Action. See also #’s 8, 9, and 10 in Letter 2.

24 - 4(H) - “lanch wagon.”
See #16C in Letter 2.

N

25 -5(A), (B), (C), (E), (G), & (I) - Monitoring/Success/Results.
See #’s 6 and 26 in Letter 1. Also see Appendix A of the EA.

26 - 5(D) - “What methods will you use to determine the effects of this project on other
ecosystem componrents such as small mammals, rabbits, and birds?”

These will not be investigated. Due to the minimal amount of area this project entails and
the temporary nature of the project, effects on small mammals, rabbits, and birds are believed to be
minimal. The amount of human disturbance to do this level of monitoring would be
counter-productive to the objective of increasing fawn recruitment. See also discussion under
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Environmental Impacts: Wildlife in the revised EA.

27 -5 (F¥) Predator control.
This issue has been added to the Environmental Impacts. Wildlife section of the EA.

28 - 5(H), (J) & (R) - Disturbance questions.

The effects are outlined under Environmental Consequences in the EA. See also #’s 10 in
Letter 1 and 20 in Letter 2.

29 - 5(K) & (N) - “We fail to see what problem creosote causes.”

This is explained in Habitat Manipulations: Creosote Removal of the Environmental
Assessment . Creating a more open environment around the irrgated areas will attract pronghorn to
these areas. During a drought year, creosotes will not provide sufficient annual plant growth acting
as a "nurse plant" to sustain fawn survival. Consequently, during those years when we expect
benefits to be derived from the Proposed Action, there will be plenty of forage due to the irrigation

30 - 5(L) - Plot size.
The correct acreages are in the revised EA

31 - 5(M) & (O) - Water application.

The Proposed Action includes lightly sprinkling water, using a sprinkler system from wells
or a water truck, to reduce runoff, and avoid washing out of seeds/seedlings

32 - 5(P) - Sonoran pronghorn information.

The Affected Environment and Introduction adequately explain pronghorn dynamics enough

to make an informed decision. See also #9 in Letter 5. A detailed history lesson or life history 1s not
relevant to the Environmental Assessment.

33 - 5(Q) - “How does this proposal fit inte the other activities in the habitat?”
This information is discussed throughout the Environmental Assessment and in the
Cumulative Impacts section. See#14 in Letter 1 (in regards to cumulative impacts), #’s 10 through

18 in Letter 1 (in regards to the need for an EIS) and #’s 8, 9, and 10 in Letter 2 (in regards to this
action in the overall strategy for survival and recovery).

34 - 6(A) - Section 7 / Native American consultations.

Section 7 consultation was completed and resuited in the 1997 Biological Opinion. This
project implements Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3 of that BO; therefore no further
Section 7 consultation is required (Mike Coffeen, USFWS, pers comm.).

Native American consultations have begun and will be completed prior a decision being
made.

35 - 6(B) - “Why is this EA being written by BLM and the project run by Arizona Game and
Fish?”

This project is a multi-agency effort. The EA was prepared by individuals from several
agencies (BLM, LAFB, AGFD). The Air Force, the major funding sotrce, contracted the Arizona
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Game and Fish to carry out the work.

36 - 6(C) - “...we hear rumors that this deal was done prior to the start of the public comment
let alone the conclusion.”

The project was initially designed by the Core Working Group/Recovery Team. Public
participation was first sought in February 1999, at a Recovery/Implementation Team Meeting.
Although specifically invited, Friends of Cabeza declined to participate. Public meetings were held
in Tucson and Yuma m February 2000; again, Friends of Cabeza did not attend.

LETTER 4 - SOUTHWEST NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS (SWNMRC).

Two letters, exactly the same, by the same author, were submitted, these responses apply to both
letters.

1 - “...disturbance ...the Proposed Action may cause the SP to vacate these areas.”
On-site work (with the possible exception of irrigation) will not be done when pronghorn are
likely to be using the area. See also #’s 10D, E and F, 25 in Letter 1; and # 20 in Letter 2.

2 - “...the behavior of these animals becomes effected (sic) by the addition of the plots...not

exploring and exploiting their entire range..becoming increasingly sedentary and thus
increasingly dependent on these plots.”

See #19 in Letter 1.

3 - “That coyotes ...(in) packs became more successful...”

The predator discussion has been expanded in the revised EA, see also #17 in Letter 2. Pack
formation was not observed at HE Hill, under these same conditions. With the possible increase in
small prey (rodents, hares etc.) coyotes are less likely to hunt in packs.

4 - “magnitude.”
See #4 in Letter 1. Also #2 in Letter 5.

5 - “sense of urgency/age structure” and “45 new individuals recruited” in 1995.

Population and recruitment data are detailed in Hervert et al. 2000. See also #2 in Letter 5.
The 1998 Recovery Plan states that “Sonoran pronghom recruttment (survival of fawns) was 45
fawns per 100 does as of June 26, 1995" (emphasis added). This date is prior to the summer
monsoon season, which came late and was almost 2 inches below normal that year. The final
recruitment estimate for 1995 was 12 fawns per 100 does. This does not indicate’a healthy, growing
population. We can not “reasonably anticipate(d) that a wetter cycle is likely in the offing”;

numerous long-range weather forecasts call for hotter, drier conditions for the next decade.
Proactive measures are preferable to waiting for it to rain.

6 - “We recommend the Core Working Group evaluate the rate of mortalities associated with
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the Mexico captures in 1991 and 1996 to better determine if future capture efforts for purposes
other than transplants are desirable.”

Mortalities associated with captures in Mexico are beyond the scope of this EA.

7-“The EA should provide the reviewer with the population estimate that has been identified

that will then allow us to actually capture and translocate SP to their historic range.”
See #17 in Letter 1.

8 - “The EA presents an inadequate range of alternatives.”
See #9 in Letter 1. See also discussions of #16 n Letter 2.

9 - “The EA ought to provide a cost estimate and the intended funding source(s) for this
project so that a rudimentary cost/benefit ration can be established.”
See #12 in Letter 3.

10 - “...we challenge the rejection of the Free Water Alternative...”

See #6 in Letter 1. It remains as an Alternative Considered but Rejected. In years with hittle
winter rainfall, fawns die early...even in May. This is prior to the high summer temperatures and
leads us to conclude that water is not the main concern at this time A lack of nutritious forage from
low winter rainfall is more important at this time; perennials exist, but may not supply enough
nutrition for growing fawns. This is why we are proposing both forage and water, to cover all bases.

11 - “We reject 14 sites as excessive.”
The Proposed Action has been simplified and reduced to 10 sites See #10 above also.

12 -“We suggest these hypotheses are inappropriate for evaluating the effects of the Proposed
Action or Alternative B.” AND “Treatments ought to be tested individually...”

The single treatment being tested is the combimnation of forage, water, and open space.
Individual testing of treatments would require substantially more plots. In addition, low numbers of
pronghorn available as test subjects reduces the validity of this approach. Also see #6 in Letter 1.

13 - “There isn’t adequate justification for the acreage given.”

Plot sizes were based on the size of preferred disturbed areas on the Tactical Range. They

were chosen to be attractive to Sonoran pronghorn, provide actual benefit (green forage), and be
feasible to create and manage.

14 - “The expected time period to complete the Proposed Action should be*provided.”
See #10H in Letter 1.

15 - “We disagree with the concept of implementing plots in areas that SP are currently using.”
See #’s 15, 25 in Letter 1, #20 in Letter 2. Creosote burning, well drilling, etc. will not take
place when pronghorn are in the area. See also #1 in this letter.

16 - “This and other discussions in paragraph 5 regarding irrigation do not sound practical.”
We have modified the proposed action to include drilling three wells, greatly reducing the
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number of water truck trips required. The EA has been revised to include a watering schedule based
on expert horticulturist opinion. See #’s 7 and 10D & F in Letter 1.

17 - Seeding questions.
See #’s 5 and 8 in Letter 1.

18 - “...you should actively see(k?) (sic) additional review of this proposal by biologists and
other disciplines and/or experience.”
We have corroborated our technique with outside plant/desert/water specialists as well as

incorporated comments, ideas, and alternatives from public comment letters from interested publics
and biologists.

19 - “...a more realistic approach to increasing the SP nutritional intake would be to contracta

local farmer to produce and harvest the desired forage and have the convoy of trucks deliver
it...”

See #16 C in Letter 2.

20 - “The (water) development design should not intentionally build in periodic water hauling
requirements.”
We feel the design in the Proposed Action will not place repeated demands (in the same

year/season) on hauling water and that it is easily and affordably mstalled. The fiberglass ning tank
proposed 1n this comment is not designed to be buried.

21 - “We recommend against the regulating of water availability.”

The water requirements of pronghorn are less than that of mule deer; our proposal tailors the
availability of water to the needs of pronghorn. The purpose of regulating the water is to avoid mule
deer becoming established in the vicinty of the plots. Mule deer will have moved closer to other
water sources prior to these waters being turned on; therefore, mule deer will not be affected when
these waters are turned off. Pronghorn will not be affected when the waters are turned off because

they will have naturally dispersed due to summer rainfall before the water is turned off. Also see #2
in Letter 1.

22 - “We recommend the strategic placement of pronghorn decoys to attract SP close enough
to see &/or smell the water.”

This is not part of the proposed action. Pronghorn will be attracted to these areas by the
combination of openness, forage, and water.

23 - “We prefer Alternative B... though we note the Goldwater Range Renewal LEIS (page
3-163) describes the groundwater on the range has been found to be of poor guality.”

Wells have been incorporated into the proposed action, thereby reducing water hauling trips.
Also see #5 in Letter 2.

24 - “We disagree (that opportunities to recover the SP would be foregone)”

The No Action Alternative has been modified to reflect this comment. See also #17 in Letter
1.
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25 - Predator control.
This has been added to the Environmental Impacts. Wildlife section of the EA.

26 - “It appears to us that the obvious cost-effective solution to undesired SP exploitation of
high risk areas such as HE Hill is to merely fence them out of these areas.”

This is not related to the Proposed Action. Exclusion from the disturbed sites in the TAC
ranges would likely be a negative impact to Sonoran pronghorn in that they choose to use these areas
and suffer no (attributable) negative consequences. Also see #’s 8, 9 and 10 in Letter 2

27 - “We recommend the (B)ureaun fully explore the concept of utilizing lecal contractors
before committing substantial resources to this project. We know a project of this magnitude
cannot be handled with current AGFD Development branch resources, particularly at that
time of year when they are typically hauling water to numerous locales in Arizona.”

The Proposed Action has been modified. Most of its needed actions are feasible within the

resources of the Recovery Team agencies. Contractors will be used when necessary (1 e drilling
wells).

LETTER 5 - JON M. SHUMAKER

1-%Is it only within the Goldwater Range the need for improved habitat has been identified?”

No. The need for improved habitat has been identified within the Cabeza Prieta National
Wildlife Refuge also. However, due to wilderness restrictions within the majonty of the Refuge
(even within the non-wilderness portion), the Goldwater Range is the best place for the proposed
project and 1t comprises a large part of Sonoran pronghorn range.

2 - “The numbers here indicate a rising population.” AND “What are the natural population
fluctuations in this area for this group over time”

In the last 5 years, there has been a precipitous drop in the population numbers. Only the
recent (1990's) surveys have been performed systematically by air, therefore there is not enough
years of data to show fluctuations over the long term. Recruitment estimates for the past 5 years
have shown little to no recruitment, leading to an aging population. Pronghormn only live about 8-10
years in the wild and productivity decreases later in life. With such low numbers of an aging

pronghorn population, small variations in population numbers do not show the urgency of the
situation.

3 - “I disagree with ‘Large home ranges suggest an overall low habitat quality’ - it is an
imposition of human values on population dynamics.”

Whether you personally agree or disagree with this statement is not an issue in this EA. Ttis

not an opinion nor an imposition of values on anything. It is a statement, backed up by facts, made
by the author, as cited in the EA.

4 -“‘...aggressive management to lessen the effects of human activity on Sonoran pronghorn
range is necessary.” So why net Air Force and Marine Corps departure, road closing, redo
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fencing, efc.”

This sentence was taken out of context. It was n reference to the combined effects of human
Impacts over time - not particular to the current situation on the Goldwater Range. There 1s no data
to suggest that closing roads, redoing the minimal fencing, or that the departure of the military would
have any effect (positive or negative) on Sonoran pronghorn See also #’s 8,9, and 10 in Letter 2.

5 - ““Fawn survival is the most critical component of the population dynamics of Sonoran
pronghorn.” Wrong to apply value to a particular component of population dynamics.”

Stating that fawn survival is the most critical component of population dynamics does not
entail applying values to anything. It is common sense, basic mathematics, and elementary
principals of population dynamics. If fawns do not reach the reproductive stage there will be no
more fawns produced. As adults die, even simply from old age, with no more fawns behind them,
the population will drop to zero. This does not entail applying any values, other than that we value
Sonoran pronghorn and do not want to see their extinction.

6 - ““The key to recovery of this endangered subspecies is through recruitment of fawns into
the population.” Wrong. The key to recovery is restoration of range and habitat.”

The time required to “restore” Sonoran pronghorn range to an unknown condition will not
address the urgency of the situation. Even with “restored” range and habutat, the KEY to recovery is
the recruitment of fawns into the population. See #5 above, see also #5 in Letter 4.

7 - ““the availability of preferred food items for pronghorn is dependent on the timing and
amount of rainfall.” This statement ignores the fact that pronghorn eat year-round, so there is
a variety to their diet that probably fluctuates within seasonal parameters.”

The statement from the EA 1s true and embraces the obvious that there will be seasonal
variety - yet pronghorn still have preferences year-round.

8 - “How long do fawns nurse, and does this vary with the availability of forage.”

Pronghorn fawns nurse for up to 3 months. Weaning will vary with the condition of both the
fawn and the doe, which is largely dependant on forage conditions.

9 - “Where is the documentation for a statement about fawns dying without a produetive
monsoon?” AND “the discussion of habitat/vegetation change is not documented anywhere”
AND “predators undoubtedly take fawns, (no citation, no data)”.

The Environmental Assessment is not a peer-reviewed research paper. Currently there are no
requirements for Environmental Assessmenis to use citations for every assertion, observation, or
conjecture. As stated throughout the EA, Hervert et al. 2000, the Final Revised Sonoran Pronghorn
Recovery Plan (USFWS 1998), Hughes and Smith 1990, and Wright and Devos 1986 provide ample
background information on Sonoran pronghorn life history. In addition, the preponderance of

evidence in the vast body of literature in relation to Antilocapra americana americana does not
dispute these assertions.

10 - “There is no data showing that human-provided free water is a boon, and there is no data
showing that this is not actually harmful to pronghorn”, AND “the need has not been
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determined” (in reference to Holiwill Tank), AND all other comments regarding Sonoran
pronghorn and water developments.

See #’s 11 and 23 in Letter 1 and #6 1n Letter 2.

11 - “Where exactly does the goal of 500 pronghern come from in order to de-list them. Is this
based on science?”

This was a typographical error in the draft EA. The revised EA states 300 adult pronghom
and comes from the Final Revised Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan (USFWS 1998). This number
was determined by the Recovery Team and is based on the best available science.

12. - “Pronghorn npumbers appear to fluctuate...reference for this. What are the natural
fluctuations for this population?”

See #2 and #9 m this letter.

13 - ““Other factors, previously suspected... no longer considered significant.” Why? What are
all these factors? What about habitat fragmentation?”

The Introduction adequately discusses the travails of Sonoran pronghomn. The EA
specifically mentions poaching as a factor not currently thought to significantly impact U.S
pronghorm.

Sonoran pronghom currently have unrestricted access to over 2 million acres of land.
Interstate 8, Highway 85, and Mexican Highway 2 now restrict movement to former historic habitat.
Despite attempts to construct “pronghorn friendly” over and underpasses in other states. pronghorn
do not use them. Short of removing these major highways, which is totally unrealistic, these
pronghorn (until they are physically moved to other areas) are most likely confined to their current 2

milhion acre range. This project is an attempt to lessen the negative effects of habitat fragmentation,
by increasing the quality of their current habitat.

14 - “The use of a hypothesis testing strategy seems to indicate that there really is no basis for
this proposed action; that it is experimental and not based on actual data.”

This is an experiment/research. See the Proposed Action. See also #9 above. In the
scientific process, you observe, make hypotheses, and then test your hypotheses with experiments.

This same type of experiment is currently being undertaken with success in Mexico with the
endangered peninsular pronghorn.

15 - “What guarantee of continuity is there” AND “Where is Fish and Wildlife and why aren’t
they adopting this strategy on their lands” AND “...yet the Air Force and the Marine Corps
don’t seem to be involved.” AND “Why aren’t the Marines offering funding for a project on
their lands?” AND “Forage enhancement improvements may be considered in the future on
the refuge? According to who? Does Fish and Wildlife really sanction this action as an
effective nmeans (sic) to recover pronghorn?”

A project of this nature is required by the Air Force’s Biological Opinion (see #11 in Letter
2), therefore it will continue for the proposed time span (see #10H in Letter 1). Cabeza Prieta NWR
is undergoing land-use planning (development of the CCP) and would not permit any new activities
on the refuge prior to the plan. Should the research validate the strategy it is hoped that it can be
applied throughout the current range of the pronghorn. Also see #35 in Letter 3 and #26 in Letter 1.
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16 - Soils questions.
In addition to Tevis (1958), aerial observations of the “natural experiments” on the Tactical
Ranges provide the basis for attempting the technique on sandy soils. “Heavier soils” are those with

an mncreasing clay component. No soil scientists have been contacted, but see #3 i Letter 1 (as well
as the revised Proposed Action).

17 - Size questions.
See #4 and #1 in Letter 1. Also # 13 in Letter 4.

18 - “It is stated that parcels will be following along existing roads-this seems to be flawed in
that the proximity to roads is a variable not controlled for in the experimental design.” AND

“Itis implied that not all of these plots are or will be near areas that pronghorn use. Then why
are they being utilized?”

See #5 25 & 6 in Letter 1. The plots are all n areas that pronghorn currently use or pass
through in their seasonal movements.

19 - “additional populations” and “restoration of habitat” questions.

“(Dntroduction of pronghorn into historic habitat” 1s in reference to areas considered historic
habitat that are NOT currently occupied. See #17 in Letter 1; #’s 8, 9, and 10 in Letter 2; #23 1n
Letter 3; and #’s 4, 6, and 13 in this letter.

20 - “Also hew long until the efforts are judged effective/ What is considered a reasonable
length of time?”

See #’s 10H and 26 in Letter 1.

21 - Site characteristics questions.
See revised Proposed Action and #28 in Letter 1. Rain gauges will be placed at each plot.

22 - “What kind of propane torch?”
See revised Proposed Action.

23 - “..what research shows “reduce plant competition” and “allow additional forb
production?”

See #23 in Letter 2, # 29 in Letter 3, #18 in Letter 4, # 9 in this letter.

24 - “‘no creosote bushes would be removed within a one to five-acre-area’ of cultural
resources. What is this based on?”

An archeologist will determine the size of a buffer area around any cultural resources, see
revised EA.

25 - Native American consultation questions
See #34 in Letter 3.

26 - Questions about creosote revegetation and “How do you know these areas won’t simply
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become superhighways for the invasion of exotic invasive plant species, especially because a
number of these plots are along roads”. AND “This project needs to prove beyvond a doubt that

the invasive alien species situation will not be exacerbated by this proposed undertaking,
BEFORE the undertaking occurs”.

There are no plans to revegetate or restore previous densities of creosote on the plots. The
intuitive thinking is that they will remain areas of higher use/value to pronghorn (like the natural

experiments on the Tactical Ranges) after the study. See also#’s 4, 5, and 10G in Letter 1 See also
#23 1 Letter 2.

27 - “the idea of watering the desert... remains controversial” AND “The literature does not

indicate that what is being planned here will actually work”. “And the reference Forsyth et al
1984 isn’t even in the bibliography.”

See#’s3,11and 13 inLetter 1 and #23 in Letter 2. The reference has been added, see under
Forseth.

28 - ““Water would be applied frequently enough to enhance forage production goals of each
plot.” And this would be how much?”

See #’s 6, 7, and 10H in Letter 1 and #13 in Letter 3.

29 - Water truck and disturbance questions and water quality questions.

See #10D, 10F, 27 in Letter 1; #5 in Letter 2. See also #16 1n Letter 4.
30 - Seed questions.

See #’s 5, 8 and 10G in Letter 1.

31 - Drip Irrigation.
Drip Irrigation has been dropped from the Proposed Action. see revised Proposed Action.

32 - Traditional Tohoro (’odham farming techniques
See #10B 1n Letter 1; #5 m Letter 2, and #20 in Letter 3.

33 - Questions about water for pronghorn.
See #11, 23,29 in Letter 1; # 6 in Letter 2; and #’s 9 and 14 in this Letter.

34 - Native American consultations.
See #34 in Letter 3.

35-“Regarding your staging/camping areas, these too must be checked for cultural resources
and cleared by a qualified archeologist.”

Appropriate cultural clearances will take place prior to any activities.

36 - “why aren’t the Marines offering funding for a project on their lands?”

The Marines have contributed significant amounts of money for preliminary pronghom
studies. They may contribute more in the future.

37 - Drilling wells, water quality, “inappropriate to drill wells in an area of National Park
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quality.”

See #29 in this letter. Determuning that an active, well-roaded military bombing range,
littered with tow darts and unexploded ordnance is an area of “National Park quality” 1s subject to
opinion. Until it 1s actually designated a National Park by Congress, it is not a National Park and
should not be managed as 1f it were. Even in the unlikely event it became a National Park in the
future, that designation would not preclude endangered species recovery.

38 - “...there should be a single test plot outside of pronghorn habitat to work ocut whether or
not this project is even feasible.”

See #’s 1 and 3 in Letter 1.

39 - “Complete soil, vegetation, and wildlife profiles need to be done prior to any project of this
nature in order to establish a baseline for measuring changes and impacts, whether positive or
negative.”

See #’s 14, 23, and 24 in Letter 2 and #26 in Letter 3.

40 - ACEC questions.

The establishment of the plots is consistent with the ACEC goals. Manipulations within

specially designated areas (ltke ACECs or wilderness) are completely acceptable and understandable
m the right circumstances.

41 - Water diagram.
See revised EA.

42 - “...perhaps the impacts (of water systems) would be lessened if they were left above ground
rather than buried.”
Burying the drinking systems seems to be the safest and most reliable method of

guaranteeing water delivery for the life of the study. The irrigation systems will be (removable)
above-ground piping systemis.

42 - “move the herd out of ...the way of the Air Force”.

As stated in the Recovery Plan’s goals and objectives, establishing another viable pronghom
herd within its historic habitat is one of the ultimate goals of this project. There is no attempt is
move the pronghorm out of the way of the Air Force.

43 - “You note that recreational use is expected to gradually increase. This would be
something that can be addressed without destroying more pronghorn habitat as in the
proposed action.”

Dealing with increasing recreational use is something that should be evaluated, however, it is
not part of, or related to, this EA. See also #’s 8, 9, and 10 in Letter 2.

44 - ““Irreversible and...?” You have not documented this. Some of these changes have the
potential to be damaging and irreversible.”

The subject matter pertains to NEPA and the commitment of time, money, and manpower
resources toward the project. All assets going into this project (except water) are retrievable, such
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that their impact/presence can be essentially removed after the completion of the project (if desired)
See also #4 in Letter 1.

LETTER 6 - TOHONO O’ODHAM NATION NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

1 - Purpose and Need questions.
The Environmental Assessment has been revised to reflect these suggestions

2 - “...stated that the project was initiated (at least in part) in response to the terms and
conditions of a U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Biological Opinion regarding military training on
the BMR. There is no reference to this Biological Opinion in the EA.”

See revised EA. Also see #14 in Letter 1 and #11 in Letter 2.

3 - “What happens if you cannot get permission from any water holders?”
See revised EA. Also see #27 in Letter 1.

4 - Native American consultation questions.
See #34 in Letter 3.

5 - “The re-establishment of native vegetation in areas impacted by construction of buried
free-water systems could be facilitated by seeding the disturbed site with native forbs and
planting potted perennial woody vegetation.”

See #26 in Letter 5. See also #’s 5 and 8 1n Letter 1.

6 - “It would be several years before we could expect any results from the proposed project. 1
suggest you contemplate some additional supplemental feeding programs... this season and
until the proposed action has a chance to get off the ground.”

The Proposed Action has chances of succeeding each and every year that 1t occurs. See also
#16C m Letter 2.

LETTER 7 - YUMA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENTAL SERVICES

1 - if pronghorn are drawn to cultivated areas they may become a nuisance to the farmers.

The possibilities of nuisance pronghom in the cultivated fields should be easily addressed
through fencing. -

2 - Respiratory concerns

These are conditions inherent to this type of work. The workers will be informed of the job
hazards and protective equipment will be provided.

3 - “The mortality of young antelope needs to be further investigated. Perhaps forensic
investigation of the carcass for respiratory damage could be done.”

Such research is problematic and difficult. There are not enough fawns to risk radio-collaring
them to directly address this question. Even ifthey could be radio-collared, they are usually entirely
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consumed by predators or scavengers such that necropsy 1s not possible Recovery of fawn carcasses
is a part of the telemetry monitoring, when possible.

LETTER 8 - J. P. MELCHIONNE

1-“I am concerned that following the experimental forage enhancement program, whole areas
of the Goldwater Range will be added to the ‘Wilderness Area’ designations in
Arizona,..followed by protective easments (sic) for the protected areas - with the final outcome
being closing off the Goldwater range for military training.”

There is no designated wilderness in the current Goldwater Range withdrawal. There are no
proposed restrictions on military activities subject to the Proposed Action or any of its alternatives.
Closing the Goldwater Range to military activities due to this project is highly unlikely, especially in
light that it was just renewed. See #31 in Letter 1; See also #37 i Letter 5.

LETTER 9 - BRIAN F. DOLAN

1-“The final EA should allow for implementation of forage enhancement on any portion of
the Cabeza Prieta NWR as determined necessary by the Recovery Team.” AND “I am
similarly concerned that the Tactical Range alternative could not be pursued....It almost seams
(sic) as though locations were determined on the basis of administrative convenience rather
than where they would offer the most benefit...”

The proposed plots will provide benefit to pronghormn. Working on the Cabeza Prieta and the
Tactical Range are both listed as alternatives considered but rejected in the revised EA and reasons
for not working there given. Neither of these areas have been ruled out for forage enhancements in
the future, should they prove effechive. Compromise 1s often necessary in order to accomplish
anything worthwhile, and fighting for these two areas now would only delay the project

LETTER 10 - MIKE SEIDMAN

1 - “populations are higher than they were back in 1924" and questions about natural
variation in an arid environment.

See #2 in Letter 5 and #5 in Letter 4.

2 - Questions about population in Mexico. L

In 1993 the population in Mexico was estimated to be 313 animals. However, this is one
snapshot in time, with no indications of trends over time. The current population estimate is not
known. Pronghorn in the past may have done better there due to better (wetter) habitat conditions.
Maintaining corridors between the Mexican and US populations is not a recovery strategy at this
time. Biologists in Mexico contend that poaching is still a problem and allowing more pronghormn
into Mexico to be killed would be detrimental. Even if the border fence were removed to allow
movement, Mexican Highway 2 would prevent US pronghorn from mixing with the Mexican
population, which are all south of this highway. Regardless of the population size or status in
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Mexico, Sonoran pronghorn in the United States are listed as endangered and the U S Fish and
Wildlife Service is mandated under the Endangered Species Act to recover them.

3 - Fragmentation, obstacles to movement questions.
See #’s 13 and 6 in Letter 5.

4 - Questions about goal of 500 pronghorn.
See #11 in Letter 5.

S - “pronghorn numbers have been decreasing all through the West, perhaps from drought...
haven’t heard forage enhancements suggested elsewhere”

While this statement may be true m some areas of the West, it is referring to another
subspecies of pronghom and none of those other populations are endangered.

6 -Questions about the need for management and “animals have lived in the desert for
thousands of years and adapted to aridity” and “the natural course of things in the desert.”
It 1s true that animals have lived in this desert for thousands of years and adapted. However,
in the last 100 years, rapid changes have taken place such as vegetation changes from cattle grazing,
construction of dams on the Gila River, introduction of diseases, construction of interstates and
roads. more traffic, and faster cars on those roads etc. It is dangerous to assume that pronghomn
could adapt to such changes n their desert environment as quickly, therefore. the need to manage
populations to mitigate for human caused changes may be necessary. Also see #9 in Letter 5.

7 - “no proof that Sonoran pronghorn even need to drink water”
See#’s 11 and 23 in Letter 1, #6 in Letter 2, and # 9 in Letter 5.

8 - Questions about predators.
The discussion about predators has been expanded 1n the revised EA.

9 - Exotic plant issues.
See #5 and 10G in Letter 1.

10 - “commit to sustaining these practices into the far future...” and “...population completely
dependent on people?”

See #s 10H, 19 and 26 in Letter 1; #7 in Letter 2.

LETTER 11 - AR1ZONA GAME AND FiSH DEPARTMENT

No response needed.

LETTER 12 - DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE - HQ AETC/CEVN RANDOLPH, TEXAS

The comments in this letter were all editorial; all suggested changes were made to the EA.
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No response needed.

No response needed.

No response needed.

LETTER 13 - WILLIAM D. SOMMERS IV

LETTER 14 - YUMA VALLEY ROD AND GUN CLUB

LETTER 15 - PEOPLE FOR THE USA
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